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Executive  Summary 


EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 


This  management  audit  report  of  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge,  Highway  and 
Transportation  District  was  prepared,  at  the  request  of  the  District's  Board  of  Directors, 
by  the  Harvey  M.  Rose  Accountancy  Corporation.  The  management  audit  was 
comprehensive.  Interviews  were  conducted  with  District  Directors  and  District 
employees  at  all  levels.  Financial,  management  and  personnel  procedures  were 
reviewed.  District  records  and  policies  were  examined.  Independent  revenue  and 
expense  projections  were  developed.  The  use  of  staff  time  was  analyzed. 

This  management  audit  report  is  based  on  several  assumptions  about  the  Golden 
Gate  Bridge,  Highway  and  Transportation  District.  It  is  assumed  that  the  State 
legislation  which  established  the  District  will  be  continued  in  essentially  its  current 
form.  It  is  assumed  that  the  six  member  counties  in  the  District  and  the  current 
distribution  of  the  representation  of  these  counties  on  the  District's  Board  of  Directors 
will  be  maintained.  It  is  assumed  that  the  current  mix  of  District  transit  services, 
including  bus,  ferry  and  van-pool  services,  will  be  maintained  but  that  no  major  additions 
or  deletions  will  be  made  to  the  District  transit  system  due  to  the  District's  financial 
commitments  and  current  resources. 

We  have  found  the  current  financial  condition  of  the  District  to  be  basically 
sound.  We  also  found  that  the  District  has  a number  of  valuable  resources  on  which  it 
can  draw  including  capital  assets  (the  Golden  Gate  Bridge  and  the  District's  transit 
vehicles)  which  are  maintained  in  good  condition,  dedication  of  the  District's  employees 
and  a positive  public  image.  Balanced  against  these  resources  are  projected  financial 
difficulties  due  to  escalating  costs  resulting  from  high  rates  of  inflation  and  increasing 
wage  and  salary  commitments.  Our  projections  indicate  that  if  the  fare  and  toll 
structure  assumed  in  the  1979-80  budget  remains  constant,  the  District's  operating 
budget  will  be  in  deficit  and  that,  if  major  sources  of  new  revenue  or  expenditure 
reductions  are  not  found,  the  District's  reserves  (including  the  $5  million  general  reserve) 
will  be  completely  exhausted  during  the  1982-83  fiscal  year.  If  these  patterns  are 
maintained,  the  District  will  have  no  reserves  and  a total  deficit  of  $1.05  million  by  the 
end  of  1982-83  and  a $9.7  million  deficit  by  the  end  of  1983-84.  Based  on  these 
projections,  we  believe  that  the  Board  of  Directors  must  be  prepared  to  consider  further 
fare  and  toll  increases  or  else  find  other  sources  of  revenue  or  cost  reductions  in  order  to 
maintain  the  District  in  a financially  stable  condition. 

In  recognition  of  the  financial  difficulties  facing  the  District,  we  have  identified 
in  this  report  areas  in  which  we  believe  the  District  can  raise  additional  revenues  and 
make  significant  expenditure  reductions.  We  have  also  identified  areas  in  which  the 
general  organization  and  operating  efficiency  of  the  District  can  be  improved.  Our 
findings  in  these  areas  are  divided  into  major  sections  dealing  with  transit  issues, 
personnel  issues,  investments  and  revenues,  budget  procedures  and  management  controls, 
and  organizational  issues.  The  major  findings  and  recommendations  in  each  of  these 
sections  are  summarized  below: 

Transit  Issues.  We  reviewed  the  District's  transit  operations  including  the  bus,  ferry, 
club  bus  and  van-pool  systems.  We  found  that: 

Significant  fuel  savings  can  be  realized  in  the  operation  of  the  District's 

ferry  system. 
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The  District  provides  a subsidy  to  the  passengers  of  a private  transit  carrier 
by  providing  free  bus  service  to  those  passengers. 

The  District's  fuel  effiency  standard  is  not  a reasonable  measure  of 
efficiency  and  is  not  consistently  applied  to  the  District's  transit  operations. 

The  District  offers  parallel  bus  and  ferry  commute  service  over  several 
routes. 

There  is  a lack  of  coordination  between  the  District's  ferry  schedule  and  the 
local  bus  service  to  the  Larkspur  ferry  terminal  during  the  commute  hours. 

The  District  does  not  exercise  adequate  control  over  the  payment  of  bus 
fares. 

The  District's  pre-paid  fare  system  could  be  improved  resulting  in  more 
convenience  to  the  public. 

Based  on  these  findings  we  have  made  the  following  recommendations: 

That  the  ferry  schedule  be  adjusted  to  allow  for  greater  fuel  efficiency. 

ThaOhe  District  discontinue  its  present  policy  of  subsidizing  the  passengers 
of  a private  transit  carrier. 

That  the  District  develop  and  implement  fuel  efficiency  standards  and  apply 
those  standards  in  a consistent  manner. 

That  the  District  consider  discontinuing  commute  bus  trips  which  duplicate 
service  provided  by  the  District's  ferry  system. 

That  the  District's  ferry  schedule  be  coordinated  with  the  local  bus  service 
to  the  ferry  terminal  during  the  commute  hours. 

That  the  District's  policies  and  procedures  for  ensuring  the  correct  payment 
of  bus  fares  be  followed. 

That  the  District  implement  a new  pre-paid  fare  system  based  on  passes  and 
punch  cards. 

Personnel  Issues.  We  reviewed  the  District's  personnel  policies,  practices  and  staffing 
levels.  From  this  review  we  found  that: 

The  District's  personnel  policies  could  be  made  more  efficient  and  more 
effective. 

The  District  lacks  analytic  staff  capability  for  the  performance  of  budget 
review,  management  analysis  and  evaluation  functions. 

The  District's  emergency  bridge  services  division  is  somewhat  overstaffed 
relative  to  current  needs. 

The  District's  security  service  has  neither  centralized  accountability  nor 
sufficient  supervision. 
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The  District  uses  legal  services  to  a greater  extent  than  necessary. 

The  use  of  part-time  bus  drivers  on  some  bus  routes  would  provide 
substantial  savings  to  the  District. 

The  staffing  level  on  Bridge  lanes  is  higher  than  that  required  by  contractual 
commitments  and  traffic  flow. 

Based  on  these  findings,  we  have  made  the  following  recommendations: 

That  the  personnel  staff  be  reorganized  into  a Personnel  Division  reporting 
directly  to  the  General  Manager  and  that  this  staff  be  given  increased 
personnel  responsibilities. 

That  a Division  of  Planning  and  Policy  Analysis  be  created  in  order  to 
provide  the  District  with  an  improved  internal  analytic  capability. 

That  the  staffing  of  the  District's  emergency  services  be  reduced  subject  to 
legal  opinion  of  the  impact  on  the  District's  liability  resulting  from  such  a 
reduction. 

That  the  District's  security  function  should  be  centralized  under  the  General 
Manager. 

That  the  use  of  the  District's  contractual  legal  services  be  controlled  by 
reducing  the  Attorney's  attendance  at  Board  and  staff  meetings,  by  limiting 
access  to  the  Attorney  and  by  decreasing  the  use  of  the  Attorney  for 
research  and  analysis  of  selected  issues. 

That  the  District  negotiate  with  the  bus  drivers'  union  for  the  use  of  part- 
time  drivers  for  a minimum  of  ten  percent  of  total  bus  operator  hours. 

That  the  staffing  at  the  Bridge  toll  lanes  be  reduced  to  a level  which  is 
consistent  with  contractual  agreements  and  traffic  flow. 

Investments  and  Revenues.  We  reviewed  the  District's  investment  practices  and  the 
potential  for  increasing  revenues.  From  this  review  we  found  that: 

A change  in  the  current  investment  policy  would  provide  a greater 
investment  return  and  ensure  compliance  with  District  and  State  regulations. 

A closer  monitoring  of  the  District's  cash  balances  and  a direct  payment  for 
bank  services  could  increase  the  District's  revenues. 

The  District  could  gain  additional  revenue  and  improve  its  public  information 
services  by  accepting  paid  advertising  at  the  ferry  terminals,  in  District 
publications  and  on  District  buses. 

The  District  loses  substantial  annual  revenues  due  to  free  transit  across  the 
Golden  Gate  Bridge  for  military  vehicles  and  District  employees. 

The  District  could  substantially  increase  its  net  revenues  by  eliminating  the 
ten  percent  discount  policy  to  purchasers  of  commute  ticket  books. 
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The  District  could  realize  substantial  savings  on  annual  insurance  premiums 
by  increasing  its  level  of  self-insurance. 

The  District  could  partially  offset  the  cost  of  bridge  emergency  services  by 
charging  a fee  for  provision  of  those  services. 

Based  on  these  findings,  we  have  made  the  following  recommendations: 

That  current  investment  policies  be  made  more  flexible  and  that  a daily 
schedule  of  investments  be  maintained. 

That  excessive  cash  balances  be  invested  and  that  direct  payment  be  made 
for  bank  services. 

That  revenue  advertising  be  placed  at  the  ferry  terminals,  that  proposals  for 
revenue  advertising  in  District  publications  be  solicited,  and  that  the 
planning  staff  be  directed  to  prepare  an  environmental  review  of  the  effects 
of  placing  revenue  advertising  on  the  District's  buses. 

That  the  District  seek  to  eliminate  free  transit  privileges  for  military 
vehicles  and  District  employees. 

That  the  District  discontinue  providing  ten  percent  discounts  to  purchasers 
of  commute  books. 

That  the  District  consult  with  insurance  specialists  to  discuss  raising  the 
District's  self-insurance  level. 

That  the  District  charge  for  the  provision  of  emergency  services. 

Budget  Procedures  and  Management  Controls.  We  reviewed  the  District's  budget 
procedures  and  management  controls.  Based  on  this  review  we  found  that: 

The  District's  budget  formulation  and  adoption  procedures  can  be  improved 
by  providing  increased  consideration  of  program  performance. 

District  staff  does  not  conduct  a comprehensive  review  of  District  budgets 
before  they  are  submitted  to  the  Finance-Auditing  Committee  for  review. 

Fuel  budgets  for  1979-80  are  substantially  under  estimated. 

The  cost  of  two  dredging  projects  could  be  reduced  by  combining  them  into 
one  project. 

The  existing  purchasing  and  storekeeping  functions  could  be  improved 
through  centralization. 

Controls  on  the  use  of  District  non-revenue  vehicles  could  be  enhanced. 


Based  on  these  findings  we  have  made  the  following  recommendations: 


That  the  budget  management  function  be  centralized  under  the  General 
Manager  and  that  the  General  Manager  annually  prepare  a comprehensive 
budget  package  for  consideration  by  the  Board  of  Directors  during  their 
budget  review. 

That  an  annual  review  of  District  operating  budgets  be  conducted  after 
budget  requests  are  submitted  by  the  operating  departments  and  divisions 
and  before  these  budgets  are  reviewed  by  the  Finance- Audi  ting  Committee. 

That  District  fuel  budgets  for  1979-80  be  increased  to  reflect  projected  fuel 
price  increases. 

That  two  proposed  dredging  projects  in  the  Larkspur  channel  be  combined 
and  that  the  combined  projects  be  delayed  in  order  to  explore  the  possibility 
of  having  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  assume  the  responsibility  for 
these  projects. 

That  purchasing  policies  and  practices  be  clearly  defined,  that  District  fuel 
purchases  be  centralized,  and  that  the  coordination  of  the  purchasing  and 
storekeeping  functions  be  improved. 

That  the  District  improve  the  control  of  non-revenue  vehicle  use  by  reducing 
the  number  of  staff  who  can  use  District  vehicles  on  a 24-hour  basis,  by 
pooling  District  vehicles,  and  by  reducing  the  size  of  the  District's  non- 
revenue vehicle  fleet. 

Organizational  Issues.  We  reviewed  the  internal  organization  of  the  District  and  the 
procedures  and  committee  structure  of  the  District's  Board  of  Directors.  Based  on  this 
review  we  found  that: 

The  internal  organization  of  the  District  has  resulted  in  duplicative  services 
and  overlapping  responsibilities. 

Procedural  changes  in  the  operations  and  committee  structure  of  the 
Directors  could  enhance  the  flow  of  information  and  improve  Board 
efficiency. 

Based  on  these  findings,  we  have  made  the  following  recommendations: 

That  the  District  staff  be  reorganized  into  two  operating  departments 
(Bridge  and  Transit)  and  five  staff  divisions  (Planning  and  Policy  Analysis, 
Personnel  Services,  Engineering  Services,  Financial  Services,  Security 
Services)  reporting  to  the  General  Manager  in  order  to  reduce  duplication  of 
services  and  improve  accountability. 

That  the  number  of  and  membership  on  Board  committees  be  reduced,  the 
meeting  schedules  of  these  committees  be  revised  and  staff  attendance  at 
these  committee  meetings  be  reduced. 

If  the  recommendations  that  we  have  made  are  implemented,  we  estimate  that 
the  GGBHTD  could  raise  an  additional  $1.1  million  in  annual  revenues,  reduce  annual 
expenditures  by  approximately  $1.6  million  and  save  an  additional  $1.2  million  in  one- 
time expenditures.  These  revenues  and  savings  would  be  offset  by  additional 
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expenditures  of  $204,800  which  we  believe  should  be  authorized.  We  believe  that  the 
revenue  increases  that  we  are  recommending  can  be  realized  with  minimal  impact  on  the 
public.  We  acknowledge  that  some  of  the  expenditure  reductions  that  we  are 
recommending  would  reduce  the  level  of  transit  service  currently  provided  by  the 
District.  However,  we  believe  that  these  reductions  in  District  transit  services  are 
appropriate  and  acceptable  not  only  because  of  the  public's  demand  for  economy  in  the 
public  sector  but  also  because  the  District  can  provide  transit  services  more  efficiently. 
However,  we  recognize  that  the  District  will  need  to  advise  and  receive  input  from  the 
public  on  proposed  service  reductions. 

In  some  cases,  the  recommendations  that  we  are  making  can  be  implemented 
immediately.  In  other  cases,  implementation  may  be  delayed  due  to  contractual 
commitments,  environmental  review  requirements  and,  in  some  instances,  need  for 
further  analysis.  It  is  also  possible  that  the  District  may  wish  to  implement  our 
recommendations  on  a reduced  scale  in  order  to  assess  their  impact. 

Implementation  of  the  recommendations  that  we  have  made  in  this  report  will 
postpone,  but  not  eliminate,  the  financial  difficulties  facing  the  GGBHTD.  We  estimate 
that  by  implementing  these  recommendations,  the  Board  of  Directors  can  gain  an 
additional  year  before  exhausting  all  District  reserves.  We  do  not,  however,  believe  that 
these  recommendations  will  resolve  the  District's  financial  problems.  The  issue  of 
inadequate  financial  resources  will  continue  unless  substantial  new  revenues  become 
available  or  transit  services  are  significantly  reduced. 

We  wish  to  thank  the  GGBHTD  Directors,  staff  and  employees  for  their 
cooperation  during  our  management  audit  of  the  District.  All  persons  contacted  were 
open  and  cooperative.  The  willingness  of  District  personnel  to  assist  in  our  efforts  is 
further  testimony  to  the  strong  commitment  to  quality  public  transit  services  that  we 
encountered  throughout  our  audit. 
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SECTION  I:  Introduction 
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INTRODUCTION 


The  Harvey  M.  Rose  Accountancy  Corporation  has  conducted  a management  audit 
of  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge,  Highway  and  Transportation  District.  This  management  audit 
was  comprehensive.  We  conducted  interviews  with  District  Directors  and  District 
employees  at  all  levels.  We  reviewed  financial,  management,  and  personnel  procedures. 
We  examined  District  records  and  policies.  We  developed  independent  revenue  and 
expense  projections.  We  analyzed  the  use  of  staff  time  in  various  functions.  We 
evaluated  staff  relationships  within  and  between  District  organizational  units.  We 
consulted  background  studies  prepared  by  the  State  Legislative  Analyst,  the  Metropolitan 
Transportation  Commission  and  special  consultants  hired  by  the  District.  Also,  for 
comparative  perspective,  we  contacted  other  mass  transit  providers  in  the  Bay  Area  and 
elsewhere. 

In  order  that  our  report  and  recommendations  would  be  relevant  to  current 
District  concerns,  we  made  several  assumptions  from  the  outset.  We  assumed  the 
continuation  of  the  State  legislation  which  established  the  GGBHTD.  Included  in  this 
assumption  are  the  continuation  of  the  six  member  counties  in  the  District  and  the 
current  distribution  of  representation  of  these  counties  on  the  District's  Board  of 
Directors.  We  reviewed  the  organization  of  the  District's  Board  of  Directors  and  are 
making  recommendations  to  revise  the  Board's  committee  structure. 

We  have  also  assumed  that  the  current  mix  of  District  transit  services  will  be 
maintained  including  bus  service,  ferry  service  and  van-pool  service,  but  that  no  major 
additions  will  be  made  to  the  GGBHTD  transit  system.  The  assumption  of  a continued 
service  mix  was  based  on  the  fact  that  the  District  has  a substantial  investment  in  its 
existing  transit  services  and  also  on  the  fact  that  the  District  Directors,  in  interviews 
with  our  staff,  generally  supported  the  existing  modes  of  transit  operated  by  the 
District.  The  assumption  that  no  major  additions  will  be  made  to  the  transit  system  was 
based  on  our  assessment  of  the  financial  resources  of  the  District.  It  is  our  contention 
that  the  District  does  not  have  sufficient  resources,  at  current  fare  and  toll  levels,  to 
develop  major  new  transit  services.  This  contention  is  discussed  further  in  a following 
section. 

During  the  1978-79  fiscal  year,  the  GGBHTD  went  through  a period  of  financial 
uncertainty.  The  settlement  of  a suit  against  the  District's  toll  increase  was  followed  by 
a projected  budgetary  deficit  for  1979-80,  prolonged  budgetary  hearings  and  a redrawing 
of  the  District's  fare  structure  in  order  to  increase  District  revenues.  Throughout  this 
period  the  District  was  also  attempting  to  negotiate  a local  service  agreement  with 
Marin  and  Sonoma  Counties  to  replace  the  agreement  which  expired  in  1978.  These 
negotiations  have  proven  extremely  difficult  and  are,  as  yet,  not  completed. 

In  spite  of  financial  uncertainties,  we  have  found  that  the  current  financial 
condition  of  the  GGBHTD  is  basically  sound  and  that  the  District  has  a number  of 
valuable  resources  on  which  it  can  draw.  The  Bridge,  which  is  the  District's  most 
valuable  and  important  resource,  is  in  good  condition  and  the  scheduled  deck  replacement 
indicates  a continued  commitment  by  the  Board  of  Directors  to  protect  and  preserve  this 
asset.  The  District's  transit  vehicles  and  ferries  are  also  in  good  condition  and  have 
impressive  reliability  records  and  on-time  performance  records.  The  morale  of 
employees  is  generally  good  and  the  District  appears  to  have  developed  a strong  sense  of 
good  will  in  the  communities  it  serves.  Of  particular  importance  is  the  dedication  of  the 
Directors  and  staff  members  and  their  commitment  to  providing  quality  transit  services 
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in  the  Golden  Gate  Corridor.  This  commitment  is  evident  both  in  the  policy  decisions  by 
the  Board  of  Directors  and  in  the  day-to-day  operations  of  the  District's  transit  services. 

Balanced  against  these  assets  are  difficulties  which  the  District  must  face.  Some 
of  these  difficulties  are  ongoing.  Specifically,  the  District  has  not  yet  been  able  to 
resolve  its  differences  with  Marin  County  and  Sonoma  County  over  the  allocation  of 
costs  for  the  provision  of  local  transit  service. 

We  have  reviewed  the  District's  new  cost  allocation  formula  which  was  developed 
in  coooperation  with  the  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission,  Marin  County  and 
Sonoma  County.  In  our  opinion,  the  new  formula  provides  a reasonable  basis  on  which  to 
allocate  costs.  However,  this  new  formula  does  not  create  new  transit  revenues  and 
therefore  does  not  resolve  the  principal  problem  which  faces  primarily  Marin  County  and 
the  GGBHTD.  This  problem  is  how  to  provide  for  the  increasing  cost  of  transit  service 
in  an  environment  of  scarce  resources.  The  GGBHTD  has  agreed,  for  the  1979-80  fiscal 
year,  not  to  implement  its  new  cost  allocation  formula  with  regard  to  Marin  County. 
This  decision  amounts  to  a subsidy  to  Marin  County  of  approximately  $200,000  based  on 
the  new  cost  allocation  formula  and  delays  the  problem  for  one  year  but  does  not  solve 
it.  The  discussion  of  this  cost  allocation  issue  has  required  a considerable  amount  of 
staff  time  and  effort  over  the  past  two  years  and  final  agreement  has  still  not  been 
reached.  The  continuing  disagreement  is  a source  of  friction  both  between  the  District 
and  Marin  and  Sonoma  Counties  (particularly  Marin  County)  and  among  the  GGBHTD 
Directors.  This  friction  has  tended  to  tarnish  the  positive  image  that  the  District  has 
tried  so  hard  to  promote. 

Perhaps  the  most  serious  problem  facing  the  District  is  the  problem  faced  by  any 
organization  which  is  forced  to  rely  on  a relatively  stable  revenue  base  during  a time  of 
rapidly  escalating  expenses  as  a result  of  current  high  inflation  rates.  The  District  has 
attempted  to  avoid  a deficit  budget  for  fiscal  year  1979-80  by  cutting  costs,  raising 
fares,  and  spreading  major  capital  projects  out  over  a longer  period  of  time  than 
originally  planned.  Our  own  projections,  however,  indicate  that  the  adopted  1979-80 
budget  will  show  a deficit  of  approximately  $363,000  by  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year.  If 
this  deficit  is  met  from  reserves,  and  current  revenue  and  expenditure  patterns  are 
maintained,  the  District  will  continue  to  have  deficit  budgets  and  will  completely 
exhaust  all  of  its  reserves  (including  the  $5  million  general  reserve)  during  the  1982-83 
fiscal  year.  If  these  patterns  are  maintained,  the  District  will  have  no  reserves  and  a 
total  deficit  of  $1.05  million  by  the  end  of  1982-83  and  a $9.7  million  deficit  by  the  end 
of  1983-84.  In  order  to  avoid  this  untenable  situation,  the  District  must  consider  further 
toll  and  fare  increases  in  the  next  few  years  or  else  find  other  sources  of  revenue  in 
order  to  remain  financially  stable. 
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Financial  Projections  for  the  GGBHTD 

1979^80  tKr^'gH'  f'9'53^ 


1979-80 

1980-81 

1981-82 

1982-83 

1983-84 

Begining 

Reserve 

Balance 

$15,005,300 

$14,642,880 

$11,698,815 

$6,324,123 

($1,047,177) 

Operating  Surplus  (Deficit): 

Bridge 

10,509,966 

10,244,379 
(10,605,61 1) 

9,339,549 
(1 1,790,760) 
(4,661,424) 

8,595,758 

(13,137,967) 

7,812,268 

Bus 

(9,720,817) 

(14,587,937) 

Ferry 

Total 

(3,780,360) 

(4,233,184) 

(5,100,389) 

(5,569,222) 

Operating 

(2,991,211) 

(4,594,416) 

(7,112,635) 

(9,642,598) 

(12,344,891) 

Capital 

Expenditures 

(2,680,220) 

(3,930,260) 

(4,133,280) 

(3,910,880) 

(2,866,920) 

Subsidies 

5,309,01 1 

5,580,611 

5,871,223 

6,182,178 

6,514,900 

End.  Reserve 
Balance 

$14,642,880 

$1 1,698,815 

$6,324,123 

($1,047,177) 

($9,744,088) 

These  financial  projections  are  based  on  current  patronage  and  expenditure  trends 
for  the  existing  GGBHTD  transit  system.  The  toll  and  fare  structure  included  in  the 
1979-80  District  budget  was  assumed  to  remain  constant  through  1983-84  based  on 
comments  by  District  Directors  that  tolls  and  fares  should  not  be  further  increased  in 
order  to  meet  District  deficits.  Given  these  projections,  it  is  obvious  that  the  District 
will  need  to  make  major  expenditure  reductions  or  find  major  new  sources  of  revenue  in 
order  to  continue  current  levels  of  service. 

In  this  report,  we  have  identified  areas  where  we  believe  the  District  could  make 
significant  reductions  in  operating  expenditures.  If  the  recommendations  that  we  have 
made  are  implemented,  the  GGBHTD  could  raise  an  additional  $1.1  in  annual  revenues, 
save  approximately  $1.6  million  in  annual  expenditures  and  save  an  additional  $4i2-  / 

million  in  one-time  expenditures  from  the  1979-80  approved  budget.  These  revenues  and 
savings  would  be  offset  by  additional  expenditures  of  $204,800  which  we  believe  should 
be  authorized. 

We  believe  that  the  revenue  increases  that  we  are  recommending  can  be  realized 
with  minimal  impact  on  the  public.  We  acknowledge  that  some  of  the  expenditure 
reductions  that  we  are  recommending  would  reduce  the  level  of  transit  service  currently 
provided  by  the  District.  We  believe  that  these  reductions  in  District  transit  services  are 
appropriate  and  acceptable  not  only  because  of  the  public's  demand  for  economy  in  the 
public  sector  but  also  because  the  District  can  provide  transit  services  more  efficiently. 
However,  we  recognize  that  the  District  will  need  to  advise  and  receive  input  from  the 
public  on  proposed  service  reductions. 

In  some  cases,  the  recommendations  that  we  are  making  can  be  implemented 
immediately.  In  other  cases,  implementation  may  be  delayed  due  to  contractual 
commitments,  environmental  review  requirements  and,  in  some  cases,  a need  for  further 
analysis.  It  is  also  possible  that  the  District  may  wish  to  implement  our 
recommendations  on  a reduced  scale  in  order  to  assess  their  impact. 
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In  addition  to  our  recommendations  for  cost  reductions,  we  have  made  a number 
of  recommendations  for  improving  the  general  operating  efficiency  of  the  District. 
These  recommendations  include  a general  reorganization  of  District  operations,  a change 
in  the  District's  budgeting  procedures,  changes  in  the  responsibilities  assigned  to  various 
staff  divisions,  and  changes  in  the  Board  of  Directors'  own  procedures.  We  believe  that 
the  implementation  of  these  recommendations  will  bring  significant  improvements  to  the 
coordination  of  transit  services  provided  by  the  District,  the  allocation  of  District  staff 
resources  and  the  use  of  District  Directors'  time. 

Implementation  of  the  recommendations  that  we  have  made  in  this  report  will 
postpone  but  not  eliminate  the  financial  difficulties  facing  the  GGBHTD.  We  estimate 
that  by  implementing  our  recommendations,  the  Board  of  Directors  would  gain  an 
additional  year  before  exhausting  all  District  reserves.  Therefore,  we  believe  that  the 
Board  of  Directors  must  still  face  the  issue  of  inadequate  financial  resources  for 
operation  of  the  existing  District  transit  system. 

Our  management  audit  report  is  divided  into  seven  major  sections.  Following  this 
introduction  (Section  I),  Sections  2-6  deal  with  five  major  issue  areas.  These  areas  are 
as  follows:  transit  issues  (Section  2),  personnel  issues  (Section  3),  investments  and 

revenues  (Section  4),  budget  procedures  and  management  controls  (Section  5)  and 
organizational  issues  (Section  6).  Section  7 includes  attachments  to  this  management 
audit  report.  We  hope  that  our  comments  and  recommendations  in  these  sections  will 
assist  the  GGBHTD  Directors  to  continue  to  provide  quality  transit  services  in  the 
District  service  area. 

We  wish  to  thank  the  GGBHTD  Directors,  staff  and  employees  for  their 
cooperation  during  our  management  audit  of  the  District.  All  persons  contacted  were 
open  and  cooperative.  The  willingness  of  District  personnel  to  assist  in  our  efforts  is 
further  testimony  to  the  strong  commitment  to  quality  public  transit  services  that  we 
encountered  throughout  our  audit. 
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SECTION  2: 


Transit  Issues 

Fuel  and  Maintenance 
Savings-Ferry  Operations 
Tiburon  Ferry 
Feeder  Bus 

Fuel  Efficiency  Standards 
Parallel  Bus  and 
Ferry  Service 
Coordination  between 
Ferry  Service  and 
Local  Bus  Service 
Control  over  Bus  Fares 
Pre-paid  Fare 
System 
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THE  LARKSPUR  FERRIES  ARE 
SCHEDULED  TO  OPERATE  ON  THREE 
ENGINES  DURING  COMMUTE  HOURS  AND 
ON  TWO  OR  THREE  ENGINES  DURING 
SOME  MID-DAY  TRIPS.  REDUCING  THE 
POWER  OF  THE  FERRIES  FROM  THREE 
ENGINES  TO  ONE  ENGINE  ON  SELECTED 
TRIPS  WOULD  CONSERVE  439,420 
GALLONS  OF  DIESEL  FUEL  AND  REDUCE 
MAINTENANCE  COSTS  BY  $60,000  TO 
$75,000  WHICH  WOULD  RESULT  IN  A 
MINIMUM  SAVINGS  OF  $319,600 
ANNUALLY. 

According  to  the  current  Larkspur  Ferry  weekday  schedule,  the  gas  turbine  engine 
ferries  consume  approximately  2,129,000  gallons  of  diesel  fuel  annually.  (This  figure 
excludes  weekend  consumption  and  Sausalito  ferry  consumption).  Ferry  fuel  consumption 
is  contingent  on  the  number  of  engines  used  to  operate  the  ferries.  On  a three-engine 
trip  for  example,  423  gallons  of  fuel  is  consumed  in  the  I 1.5  mile  crossing.  The  same 
crossing  consumes  316  gallons  when  operated  on  two  engines,  and  180  gallons  when 
operated  on  a single  engine.  Reducing  the  power  of  a trip  by  one  engine  increases  the 
length  of  the  trip  by  approximately  five  minutes.  The  ferry  takes  40  minutes  on  a three- 
engine  trip,  45  minutes  on  a two-engine  trip,  and  50  minutes  on  a single  engine  trip. 

Current  Weekday  Schedule  and  Fuel  Consumption 

During  commute  hours,  the  Larkspur  ferries  operate  on  three  engines  in  both 
directions.  Most  mid-day  trips  have  been  reduced  to  one  engine  in  order  to  conserve 
fuel.  However,  the  10:10  a.m.  Larkspur  to  San  Francisco  trip  is  currently  operated  on 
three  engines,  and  the  9:20  a.m.  and  10:55  a.m.  San  Francisco  to  Larkspur  trips  operate 
on  two  engines.  The  following  table  illustrates  the  Ferry  Division's  current  Larkspur 
ferry  schedule  and  annual  fuel  consumption: 
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Table  A 

San  Francisco  - Larkspur  Weekday  Schedule 


No.  of 
Engines 

Larkspur 

(Leave) 

San  F ran- 
cisco 
(Arrive) 

Gallons 

Consumed* 

No.  of 
Engines 

San  Fran- 
cisco 
(Leave) 

Goffons 

Larkspur 

(Arrive) 

Gallons 

Consume< 

3 

6:05 

6:45 

107,442 

3 

6:50 

7:30 

107,442 

3 

7:05 

7:45 

107,442 

3 

7:50 

8:30 

107,442 

3 

7:35 

8:15 

107,442 

3 

8:20 

9:00 

107,442 

3 

8:35 

9:15 

107,442 

2 

9:20 

10:05 

80,264 

2 

9:05 

9:50 

80,264 

3 

10:10 

10:50 

107,442 

2 

10:55 

11:40 

80,264 

1 

1 1:45 

12:35 

45,720 

1 

12:45 

1:35 

45,720 

1 

1:45 

2:35 

45,720 

1 

2:50 

5:40 

45,720 

3 

3:50 

4:30 

107,442 

1 

3:45 

4:35 

45,720 

3 

4:45 

5:25 

107,442 

1 

4:35 

5:15 

45,720 

3 

5:20 

6:00 

107,442 

3 

5:30 

6:00 

107,442 

3 

6:15 

6:55 

107,442 

2 

6:05 

6:50 

80,264 

1 

6:55 

7:45 

45,720 

1 

7:00 

7:50 

45,720 

1 

7:55 

8:45 

45,720 

Subtotal: 

1,033,780 

Subtotal: 

1,095,502 

Total  gallons  consumed  = 2,129,282 

At  $.70  per  gallon,  annual  fuel  cost  = $1,490,497 


*3  engine  trip  = 423  gallons  x 254  weekdays  = 107,442  gallons 

2 engine  trip  = 316  gallons  x 254  weekdays  = 80,264  gallons 

I engine  trip  = 180  gallons  x 254  weekdays  = 45,720  gallons 

(These  estimates  were  provided  by  the  Ferry  Division  in  May,  1979.  The  Division  is 
currently  revising  these  estimates  to  reflect  the  current  fuel  consumption  data.) 

The  Board  of  Directors  recently  authorized  the  cancellation  of  the  9:05  a.m.,  6:05 
p.m.,  and  7:00  p.m.  Larkspur  to  San  Francisco  trips  and  the  8:20  a.m.,  6:55  p.m.  and  7:55 
p.m.  San  Francisco  to  Larkspur  trips.  These  cancellations  will  alter  the  existing  weekday 
schedule  and  reduce  annual  fuel  consumption  as  illustrated  in  Table  B. 


Table  B 

GGBHTD  NEW  SCHEDULE 


Larks- 

San  ' 

San  Fran- 

Larks- 

No. of 

pur 

cisco 

Gallons 

cisco 

pur 

Gallons 

Engines 

(Leave) 

(Arrive) 

Consumed 

Engines 

(Leave) 

(Arrive) 

Consumed 

3 

6:05 

6:45 

107,442 

3 

6:50 

7:30 

107,442 

3 

7:05 

7:45 

107,442 

3 

7:50 

8:30 

107,442 

3 

7:35 

8:15 

107,442 

8:20 

CANCELLED 

3 

8:35 

9:15 

107,442 

2 

9:20 

10:05 

80,264 

q,0£ 

9:05 

CANCELLED 

3 

10:10 

10:50 

107,442 

2 

10:55 

1 1 :40 

80,264 

1 

11:45 

12:35 

45,720 

1 

12:45 

1:35 

45,720 

1 

1:45 

2:35 

45,720 

1 

2:50 

3:40 

45,720 

3 

3:50 

4:30 

107,442 

1 

3:45 

4:35 

45,720 

3 

4:45 

5:25 

107,442 

1 

4:35 

5:15 

45,720 

3 

5:20 

6:00 

107,442 

3 

5:30 

6:10 

107,442 

3 

6:15 

6:55 

107,442 

-3— 

ErtSQ 

6t+0 

fOT-,442 

*3- 

MS- 

frtSfr 

1 fi7  /i/iP. 

6:05  & 7:00 

CANCELLED 

6:55  & 7:55 

CANCELLED 

Subtotal: 

827,532 

Subtotal: 

896,620 

Total  gallons  consumed  = 1,724,152 

At  $.70  per  gallon,  annual  fuel  costs  = $1,206,906 

Compared  with  the  previous  schedule,  this  revised  schedule  will  save  405,130  gallons  of 
fuel  and  $283,591  annually. 

In  order  to  conserve  more  fuel,  we  propose  that  the  Ferry  Division  decrease  the 
number  of  engines  used  in  the  opposing  commute  direction  and  in  the  three  mid-day  trips 
as  illustrated  below. 
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Table  A 

San  Francisco  - Larkspur  Weekday  Schedule 


No.  of 
Engines 

Larkspur 

(Leave) 

San  F ran- 
cisco 
(Arrive) 

Gallons 

Consumed* 

No.  of 
Engines 

San  Fran- 
cisco 
(Leave) 

Larkspur 

(Arrive) 

Gallons 

Consume' 

3 

6:05 

6:45 

107,442 

3 

6:50 

7:30 

107,442 

3 

7:05 

7:45 

107,442 

3 

7:50 

8:30 

107,442 

3 

7:35 

8:15 

107,442 

3 

8:20 

9:00 

107,442 

3 

8:35 

9:15 

107,442 

2 

9:20 

10:05 

80,264 

2 

9:05 

9:50 

80,264 

3 

10:10 

10:50 

107,442 

2 

10:55 

11:40 

80,264 

1 

1 1:45 

12:35 

45,720 

1 

12:45 

1:35 

45,720 

1 

1:45 

2:35 

45,720 

1 

2:50 

5:40 

45,720 

3 

3:50 

4:30 

107,442 

1 

3:45 

4:35 

45,720 

3 

4:45 

5:25 

107,442 

1 

4:35 

5:15 

45,720 

3 

5:20 

6:00 

107,442 

3 

5:30 

6:00 

107,442 

3 

6:15 

6:55 

107,442 

2 

6:05 

6:50 

80,264 

1 

6:55 

7:45 

45,720 

1 

7:00 

7:50 

45,720 

1 

7:55 

8:45 

45,720 

Subtotal: 

1.033.780 

Subtotal: 

1,095,502 

Total  gallons  consumed  = 2,129,282 

] 

At  $.70  per  gallon,  annual  fuel  cost  = $1,490,497 

*3  engine  trip  = 

423  gallons  x 

254  weekdays 

= 107,442  gallons 

2 engine  trip  = 

316  gallons  x 

254  weekdays 

= 80,264  gallons 

1 engine  trip  = 

180  gallons  x 

254  weekdays 

= 45,720  gallons 

(These  estimates 

were  provided  by  the  Ferry  Division  in 

May,  1979.  The  Division  i 

is 

currently  revising  these  estimates  to  reflect  the  current  fuel  consumption  data.) 

The  Board  of  Directors  recently  authorized  the  cancellation  of  the  9:05  a.m.,  6:05 
p.m.,  and  7:00  p.m.  Larkspur  to  San  Francisco  trips  and  the  8:20  a.m.,  6:55  p.m.  and  7:55 
p.m.  San  Francisco  to  Larkspur  trips.  These  cancellations  will  alter  the  existing  weekday 
schedule  and  reduce  annual  fuel  consumption  as  illustrated  in  Table  B. 


Table  B 

GGBHTD  NEW  SCHEDULE 


Larks- 

San 

San  Fran- 

Larks- 

No. of 

pur 

cisco 

Gallons 

cisco 

pur 

Gallons 

Engines 

(Leave) 

(Arrive) 

Consumed 

Engines 

(Leave) 

(Arrive) 

Consumed 

3 

6:05 

6:45 

107,442 

3 

6:50 

7:30 

107,442 

3 

7:05 

7:45 

107,442 

3 

7:50 

8:30 

107,442 

3 

7:35 

8:15 

107,442 

8:20 

CANCELLED 

3 

8:35 

9:15 

107,442 

2 

9:20 

10:05 

80^264 

<1,06 

9:05 

CANCELLED 

3 

10:10 

10:50 

107,442 

2 

10:55 

1 1:40 

80,264' 

1 

11:45 

12:35 

45,720 

1 

12:45 

1:35 

45,720 

1 

1:45 

2:35 

45,720 

1 

2:50 

3:40 

45,720 

3 

3:50 

4:30 

107,442 

1 

3:45 

4:35 

45,720 

3 

4:45 

5:25 

107,442 

1 

4:35 

5:15 

45,720 

3 

5:20 

6:00 

107,442 

3 

5:30 

6:10 

107,442 

3 

6:15 

6:55 

107,442 

*8- 

5r30 

6rK) 

f&M42 

*5- 

6t+5- 

£t55 

1 07  442 
CANCELLED 

6:05  & 7:00 

CANCELLED 

6:55  & 7:55 

Subtotal: 

827,532 

Subtotal: 

896,620 

Total  gallons  consumed  = 1,724,152 

At  $.70  per  gallon,  annual  fuel  costs  = $1,206,906 

Compared  with  the  previous  schedule,  this  revised  schedule  will  save  405,130  gallons  of 
fuel  and  $283,591  annually. 

In  order  to  conserve  more  fuel,  we  propose  that  the  Ferry  Division  decrease  the 
number  of  engines  used  in  the  opposing  commute  direction  and  in  the  three  mid-day  trips 
as  illustrated  below. 
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Table  C 

Proposed  Schedule 


San  Fran- 

Annual 

San  Fran- 

Annual 

Larkspur 

cisco 

Gallons 

No.  of 

cisco 

Larkspur 

Gallons 

Engines 

(Leave) 

(Arrive) 

Consumed 

Engines 

(Leave) 

(Arrive) 

Consumed 

3 

5:55 

6:35 

107,442 

1 

6:40 

7:30 

45,720 

3 

7:05 

7:45 

107,442 

1 

7:50 

8:40 

45,720 

3 

7:35 

8:15 

107,442 

3 

8:45 

9:25 

107,442 

1 

9:30 

10:20 

45,720 

1 

10:25 

11:15 

45,720 

1 

10:50 

1 1:40 

45,720 

1 

11:45 

12:35 

45,720 

1 

12:45 

1:35 

45,720 

1 

1:45 

2:35 

45,720 

1 

3:30 

4:20 

45,720 

1 

2:50 

3:40 

45,720 

1 

3:45 

4:35 

45,720 

3 

4:45 

5:25 

107,442 

1 

4:25 

5:15 

45,720 

3 

5:20 

6:00 

107,442 

1 

5:30 

6:20 

45,720 

1 

6:25 

7:15 

45,720 

Subtotal 

704,088 

Subtotal 

580,644 

Total  gallons  consumed  = 1,284,732 

At  $.70  per  gallon,  annual  fuel  cost  = $899,312 


Compared  with  the  new  ferry  schedule,  439,420  gallons  of  annual  fuel  savings  would  be 
realized  by  this  proposed  schedule  producing  a savings  of  $307,600  annually. 

Effects  of  Schedule  Change 


The  reduced  number  of  engines  used  would  affect  the  current  Larkspur  to  San 
Francisco  schedule  by  altering  the  departure  times  of  the  6:05  a.m.,  8:45  a.m.  and  10:25 
a.m.  trips.  It  would  also  increase  the  crossing  time  of  the  mid-day  10:25  a.m.  trip,  the 
opposing  commute  5:30  p.m.  trip,  and  the  6:25  p.m.  commute  trip.  It  would  affect  the 
San  Francisco  to  Larkspur  schedule  by  extending  the  crossing  time  of  the  opposing 
commute  trips  by  ten  minutes  as  well  as  altering  the  departure  times  slightly. 

The  Ferry  Division  is  dedicated  to  transporting  commute  passengers  across  the 
Bay  in  the  quickest  and  most  efficient  manner  possible  in  order  to  reduce  the  level  of 
automobile  traffic  in  the  Golden  Gate  corridor.  Our  proposed  schedule  would  maintain 
this  commitment.  Changes  in  ferry  schedules  have  been  proposed  so  that  the  least 
number  of  patrons  would  be  adversely  affected.  None  of  our  proposed  schedule  changes 
would  alter  commute  departure  times  or  trip  length  by  more  than  ten  minutes. 

According  to  our  proposed  revised  schedule,  the  current  6:05  a.m.  Larkspur  to  San 
Francisco  trip  would  depart  at  5:55  a.m.  Patronage  data  for  1978-79  shows  that 
approximately  100  passengers  patronize  the  current  6:05  a.m.  trips  on  a daily  basis.  In 
April  1979,  the  Ferry  Division  proposed  decreasing  the  power  of  the  6:05  ferry  trip  to 
two  engines  in  order  to  conserve  fuel.  Recently,  I 18  patrons  were  surveyed  to  determine 
if  they  would  continue  to  ride  the  commute  ferry  if  the  departure  time  was  altered  to 
5:55  a.m.  The  survey  revealed  that  patronage  would  decrease  by  26  percent,  or  31  daily 
passengers  with  a resulting  annual  revenue  loss  of  $9,900. 
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Due  to  the  cancellation  of  the  9:05  a.m.  Larkspur  to  San  Francisco  trip,  we  have 
proposed  that  the  8:35  a.m.  trip  be  delayed  until  8:45  a.m.  in  order  to  encourage 
passengers  who  previously  patronized  the  9:05  a.m.  trip  to  continue  to  utilize  the 
Larkspur  ferry.  This  delay  would  also  allow  the  7:50  a.m.  commute  hour  trip  to  be  made 
with  one  engine,  thereby  conserving  61,722  gallons  of  diesel  fuel.  An  average  of  145  and 
80  passengers  respectively  patronized  the  8:35  a.m.  and  9:05  a.m.  Larkspur  Ferry  through 
April,  1979.  Assuming  a patronage  loss  of  26  percent  from  the  8:35  ferry  schedule 
change,  and  minimum  gain  of  25  percent  from  the  9:05  cancellation,  the  Ferry  Division 
would  realize  a daily  loss  of  97  passengers,  or  an  annual  revenue  reduction  of 
approximately  $37,000.  It  is  reasonable  to  assume  that  at  least  some  of  this  deficit 
would  be  offset  by  additional  Bus  or  Bridge  revenues. 

Because  five  or  ten-minute  mid-day  and  reverse  commute  schedule  changes  are 
not  assumed  to  significantly  affect  the  level  of  ferry  transit  services,  we  do  not 
anticipate  significant  changes  in  patronage  or  revenues  due  to  the  proposed  change  in 
mid-day  schedules.  Two  out  of  the  three  evening  commute  peak  schedules  have  been 
preserved  in  our  proposal  to  maintain  the  current  level  of  services.  However,  we 
recommend  that  the  current  6:15  p.m.  ferry  trip  be  delayed  by  at  least  ten  minutes  due 
to  the  cancellation  of  the  6:55  p.m.  and  7:55  p.m.  runs.  We  also  recommend  that  a 
survey  be  conducted  to  ascertain  whether  an  additional  delay  would  encourage  some 
former  6:55  p.m.  passengers  to  patronize  the  last  San  Francisco  to  Larkspur  run. 

We  consulted  the  Bus  Division's  Scheduling  Department  to  determine  whether  the 
proposed  schedule  changes  would  affect  Ferry  Feeder  bus  schedules.  We  were  advised 
that  the  feeder  routes  could  be  adjusted  to  meet  the  proposed  schedule  without  having 
significant  effects  on  the  Bus  Transit  operations. 

Our  recommendations  for  reducing  the  speed  of  the  Larkspur  ferries  during 
opposing  commute  and  mid-day  trips  would  reduce  diesel  fuel  consumption  by  439,420 
gallons  annually.  At  $.70  per  gallon,  an  annual  savings  of  $307,600  could  be  realized.  A 
potential  revenue  reduction  from  patron  losses  could  offset  this  savings  by  approximately 
$48,000.  Additional  savings  could  be  realized  in  the  cost  of  maintenance  and  repair  of 
propulsion  machinery.  According  to  the  Ferry  Division  Manager,  the  cost  of  repair  and 
maintenance  of  the  gas  turbine  engines  would  decrease  by  approximately  20-25  percent 
or  by  approximately  $60,000-$70,000  in  the  1979-80  fiscal  year. 

CONCLUSION 


The  Larkspur  ferries  operate  on  three  engines  during  all  commute  hour 
trips,  on  three  engines  during  a mid-day  trip,  and  on  two  engines  during  two 
additional  mid-day  trips.  Decreasing  the  power  on  some  of  these  trips  to  one 
engine  would  conserve  439,420  gallons  of  diesel  fuel  per  year.  At  the  current  cost 
to  the  District  of  approximately  $ .70  per  gallon,  the  Ferry  Division  could  realize 
an  annual  savings  of  approximately  $307,600  fuel  costs  and  $60,000-7^006"  in 
engine  repair  and  maintenance  costs.  0 


11 


RECOMMENDATION 


We  recommend  that  the  GGBHTD  implement  the  proposed  schedule  illustrated 
on  Table  C in  this  section. 


Implementation  of  our  recommendation  would  conserve  439,420  gallons  of 
diesel  fuel  annually,  which  would  result  in  fuel  cost  savings  of  $307,600  and 
maintenance  and  repair  cost  savings  of  $60,000  per  year.  This  savings  may  be  offset 
by  an  estimated  $48,000  revenue  loss  if  some  passengers  discontinue  patronizing  the 
Larkspur  ferry. 


SAVINGS 


Fuel  savings 


$307,600 


Maintenance  and 


repair  savings 
Loss  in  revenue 
Net  savings 


60,000 
( 48,000) 
$3 1 9,600 
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THE  GGBHTD  SUBSIDIZES  PASSENGERS  OF 
THE  TIBURON  FERRY,  OPERATED  BY  A 
PRIVATE  CARRIER,  BY  PROVIDING  FREE 
SHUTTLE  BUS  SERVICE  TO  AND  FROM 
THE  FERRY  TERMINAL  IN  TIBURON. 

The  GGBHTD  operates  two  local  bus  lines  (Routes  9 and  I I)  which  also  operate  as 
ferry  feeder  routes  to  the  Tiburon  Ferry,  operated  by  Harbor  Carriers,  a private  carrier, 
during  the  commute  period.  Local  passengers  traveling  within  Marin  County  pay  the 
regular  local  fare  of  $.50  on  these  routes.  However,  Tiburon  Ferry  passengers  are 
provided  with  free  transportation  to  and  from  the  ferry  terminal. 

According  to  the  GGBHTD  annual  bus  deficit  report  for  1977-78,  Route  9 
transported  10,335  local  passengers  and  16,275  transbay  passengers  while  Route  II 
transported  7,136  local  passengers  and  8,41  I transbay  passengers.  However,  according  to 
a survey  conducted  by  the  District's  Planning  Department,  transbay  passengers  constitute 
100  percent  of  the  Route  9 passengers  and  94  percent  of  the  Route  I I passengers. 
Consequently,  it  would  appear  that  the  number  of  transbay  passengers  who  ride  these 
District  buses  for  free  greatly  outnumber  the  passengers  who  pay  the  local  fare.  Such  a 
conclusion  is  further  supported  by  the  fact  that  Routes  9 and  I I only  operate  during 
morning  and  evening  commute  hours. 

According  to  Bus  Division  personnel,  the  free  feeder  bus  service  is  provided  to 
Harbor  Carriers  because  the  Tiburon  Ferry  assists  the  District  in  reducing  Bridge 
traffic.  This  ferry  feeder  service  is  also  required  under  terms  of  an  UMTA  grant  to  the 
District.  However,  UMTA  does  not  require  that  this  service  be  provided  without 
charge.  The  free  service  amounts  to  a subsidy  to  the  passengers  of  a private  carrier 
which  operates  in  the  same  transportation  corridor  as  the  GGBHTD.  If  the  amount  of 
subsidy  can  be  considered  to  be  the  amount  of  local  bus  fares  foregone,  then  the  subsidy 
to  the  passengers  of  Harbor  Carriers  by  the  District  is  approximately  $15,000  annually. 

The  District's  attorney  has  suggested  that  a charge  for  the  feeder  bus  service  to 
the  Tiburon  Ferry  might  not  be  consistent  with  the  free  feeder  bus  service  currently 
provided  by  the  District  to  the  Larkspur  terminal.  The  two  cases  would  appear  to  be 
distinguished  by  the  fact  that  the  District  provides  an  integrated  bus/ferry  service,  for 
which  a fare  is  charged,  through  the  Larkspur  terminal  whereas  the  District's  service 
terminates  at  the  Tiburon  Ferry  Terminal  and  no  fare  is  charged  for  this  service. 
Nonetheless,  the  legal  questions  raised  by  this  issue  should  be  researched. 

CONCLUSION 

The  free  ferry  feeder  bus  service  provided  by  the  District  to  the  Tiburon 

Ferry  constitutes  a subsidy  to  the  passengers  of  a private  ferry  operator,  Harbor 

Carriers,  of  approximately  $15,000  annually. 

RECOMMENDATION 


We  recommend  that  the  GGBHTD  begin  charging  the  local  fare  ($.50)  for 
all  passengers  on  Routes  9 and  I I,  provided  that  there  are  no  legal  restrictions 
which  prohibit  charging  such  a fare. 
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BENEFIT 


Charging  the  local  fare  to  Transbay  commuters  on  bus  routes  9 and  I I 
would  increase  District  revenues  by  approximately  $15,000  annually  and  would  end 
the  practice  of  the  District  subsidizing  the  passengers  of  a private  carrier. 
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STANDARDS  USED  TO  MEASURE  FUEL 
EFFICIENCY  AND  EVALUATE  OPERATING 
COSTS  ARE  NOT  CONSISTENTLY  APPLIED 
TO  BUS  DIVISION  AND  FERRY  DIVISION 
TRIPS. 


According  to  the  Five-Year  Transit  Development  Plan,  the  District  has 
established  a fuel  efficiency  standard  of  19  passenger  miles  per  gallon  (pmpg)  for  the 
combined  bus  and  ferry  fleets  (annual  passenger  miles  divided  by  gallons  of  fuel 
consumed).  The  bus  fleet  has  surpassed  this  standard  and  achieves  1 12  pmpg.  The  ferry 
fleet,  however,  is  less  fuel  efficient  (8  pmpg)  due  to  the  combination  of  low  patronage 
during  some  mid-day  runs  and  reverse  commute  runs,  and  because  of  the  high  level  of 
fuel  consumption  by  the  Larkspur  ferries’  gas  turbine  engines. 

Because  the  fuel  efficiency  varies  greatly  for  the  bus  and  ferry  fleets,  we  propose 
that  the  GGBHTD  re-evaluate  the  standard  for  the  two  fleets.  The  bus  fleet  for 
example,  can  achieve  the  current  fuel  efficiency  standard  if  it  operated  at  less  than  20 
perjbnt  capacity.  The  ferry  fleet,  if  operated  at  full  seating  capacity  could  only  achieve 
a maximum  of  27  pmpg.  The  Larkspur  ferries  consume  approximately  six  times  more 
fuel  than  the  Sausalito  ferry  would  consume  traveling  the  same  distance.  Because  the 
two  types  of  vessels  achieve  varying  degrees  of  fuel  efficiency,  a separate  fuel  standard 
would  also  be  appropriate  for  these  two  vessel  types,  particularly  since  they  also  have 
different  seating  capacities. 

Operating  Expense  Ratio 

According  to  the  Five-Year  Transit  Plan,  transit  services  are  evaluated  according 
to  the  District  goal  of  obtaining  revenues  of  at  least  50  percent  of  operating  expense.  In 
the  Bus  and  Ferry  Divisions,  each  route  is  measured  according  to  this  standard  by 
evaluating  data  on  patronage,  revenues  and  operations  expenses  tabulated  in  the  Bus  and 
Ferry  monthly  deficit  reports. 

In  order  to  determine  the  scheduling  efficiency  and  cost  effectiveness  of  each 
route,  the  Bus  Division  compiles  monthly  trip  reports  which  provide  revenue  and  expense 
data  on  each  run  of  each  route.  The  Ferry  Division  does  not  evaluate  individual  ferry 
trips  according  to  the  revenue  to  expense  ratio.  In  addition,  the  Planning  Department  is 
not  routinely  provided  with  Ferry  Division  monthly  deficit  reports,  but  is  expected  to 
evaluate  and  report  on  transit  services  according  to  the  District's  50  percent  goals. 

CONCLUSION 


The  GGBHTD  uses  a fuel  efficiency  standard  that  is  easily  achieved  and  too 
low  to  provide  realistic  fuel  efficiency  comparisons  for  bus  routes.  The  same 
standard  is  used  to  measure  the  effectiveness  of  the  combination  of  two  ferry 
operations  with  significantly  different  fuel  efficiencies.  The  standard  of  obtaining 
revenues  of  at  least  50  percent  of  operating  expense  is  utilized  to  evaluate  the 
cost  effectiveness  of  bus  routes  and  bus  trips,  but  not  used  to  measure  the  cost 
effectiveness  of  individual  ferry  trips. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 


We  recommend  that  the  GGBHTD: 

Institute  a higher  fuel  efficiency  standard  for  the  bus  fleet  and  evaluate  fuel 
efficiency  for  the  Larkspur  ferry  independently  of  the  Sausalito  ferry. 

Evaluate  bus  transit  services  according  to  bus  routes  and  ferry  services 
according  to  ferry  trips  on  the  Sausalito  and  Larkspur  routes. 

We  also  recommend  that  monthly  deficit  reports  on  the  Ferry  Transit 
Division  be  issued  to  the  Planning  Department  on  a regular  basis. 

BENEFITS 

Implementation  of  our  recommendations  will  enable  the  Board  of  Directors 
and  District  staff  members  to  evaluate  transit  operation  performance  in  a more 
effective  manner  by  allowing  for  the  identification  of  bus  routes  and  ferry  trips 
which  do  not  meet  reasonable  standards  of  efficiency. 
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THE  BUS  AND  FERRY  DIVISIONS  OFFER 
DUPLICATIVE  SERVICE  ON  FIVE  TRANSIT 
ROUTES.  BY  ELIMINATING  THIS  DUPLI- 
CATION THE  GGBHTD  COULD  SAVE  OVER 
$400,000  ANNUALLY  AND  STILL  PROVIDE 
COMMUTE-HOUR  SERVICE  OVER  ALL 
EXISTING  ROUTES. 

The  GGBHTD  ferries  and  ferry  feeder  buses  are  substantially  underutilized.  The 
morning  commute  ferries  from  Larkspur  operate  with  at  least  300  vacant  spaces  and  the 
evening  commute  ferries  to  Larkspur  operate  with  at  least  250  vacant  spaces  based  on 
their  rated  capacity  of  725  passengers.'  The  ferry  feeder  buses  operate  with  as  few  as 
one  passenger  and  as  many  as  49  passengers  based  on  a ridership  survey  taken  during  the 
middle  of  May,  1979  which  was  a period  of  high  mass  transit  patronage  due  to  the 
reemergence  of  the  fuel  shortage.  The  average  ferry  feeder  bus  during  this  week  carried 
16.8  passengers  and  only  14  out  of  83  ferry  feeder  bus  trips  (16.9%)  were  more  than  half 
full. 


By  contrast,  the  GGBHTD  commute  buses  have  a higher  occupancy  relative  to 
capacity.  Based  on  a ridership  survey  conducted  on  May  14,  1979  by  GGBHTD  personnel, 
all  commute  buses  averaged  40.14  passengers  or  73%  of  capacity  (assuming  45  seated 
passengers  and  ten  standees).  Of  232  commute  trips,  210  trips  (90.5%)  were  made  by 
buses  that  were  at  least  half  full.  Most  commute  buses  traveling  during  the  peak 
commute  periods  carry  at  least  45  passengers  which  means  that  all  seats  are  occupied  on 
these  trips. 

A number  of  commute  buses  and  ferry  feeder  buses  operate  over  identical 
routes.  Specifically,  the  communities  of  Manor,  Fairfax,  Larkspur,  Corte  Madera,  Sleepy 
Hollow,  Terra  Linda  and  Novato  are  served  by  ferry  feeder  buses  and  ferries,  and 
commute  buses  which  leave  at  approximately  the  same  times,  make  the  same  stops  and 
arrive  in  the  Financial  District  of  San  Francisco  at  approximately  the  same  time.  We 
identified  14  separate  commute  bus  trips  which  leave  daily  within  five  minutes  of  a ferry 
feeder  bus,  make  the  same  stops  as  a ferry  feeder  bus,  and  arrive  in  the  San  Francisco 
Financial  District  within  15  minutes  of  the  Larkspur  ferry's  arrival  in  San  Francisco.  We 
also  identified  10  separate  bus  trips  which  leave  daily  from  the  San  Francisco  Financial 
District  within  five  minutes  of  GGBHTD  ferry  departure  to  Larkspur,  make  the  same 
stops  as  the  ferry  feeder  buses  leaving  the  Larkspur  terminal,  and  arrive  at  those  same 
stops  within  15  minutes  of  the  ferry  feeder  buses.  According  to  the  expense  allocation 
formula  developed  by  the  GGBHTD  to  determine  costs  of  various  bus  trips,  the  cost  of 
operating  these  24  commute  bus  trips  which  duplicate  underutilized  service  offered  by 
the  ferry  system  is  $424,436  annually  based  on  1978-79  costs.  Since  the  patronage  on 
this  duplicative  commute  bus  service  could  be  absorbed  by  excess  capacity  on  the 
District  ferries,  the  $424,436  cost  of  the  24  duplicative  commute  bus  trips  represents 
expenditures  used  by  the  District  to  compete  with  other  District  operations.  One  result 
of  this  competition  is  reduced  efficiency  in  the  operation  of  the  District's  ferry  system. 


The  ferries  have  509  seats,  some  of  which  are  located  outside.  The  Ferry  Division 
Manager  has  stated  that  the  effective  capacity  of  these  ferries  is  actually  between  500 
and  600  passengers,  especially  during  the  morning  commute  trips. 
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If  the  24  duplicative  commute  bus  trips  were  cancelled  and  all  of  the  patrons  on 
these  trips  switched  to  the  District  ferry  system,  it  is  possible  that  the  ferry  feeder 
buses  on  some  routes  would  not  be  able  to  accommodate  the  increased  patronage. 
However,  this  potential  problem  could  largely  be  solved  if  the  District's  articulated  buses 
were  used  on  the  ferry  feeder  routes  with  the  highest  patronage.  (According  to  the 
District's  Planning  Director,  the  articulated  buses  were  originally  intended  for  use  as 
ferry  feeder  buses.)  However,  an  additional  ferry  feeder  bus  would  be  needed  on  three 
separate  trips  at  an  estimated  additional  cost  to  the  District  of  approximately  $24,000 
annually.  Therefore,  the  net  benefit  to  the  District  of  consolidating  the  transit  routes 
served  by  both  the  bus  and  ferry  systems  would  be  approximately  $400,000  annually, 
based  on  the  current  cost  allocation  formula  used  by  the  District. 

An  alternative  to  cancelling  commute  bus  trips  which  duplicate  service  offered  by 
the  ferry  system  would  be  to  reduce  the  number  of  ferry  trips.  However,  the  capacity  of 
the  Larkspur  ferries  is  approximately  725  passengers  as  compared  to  the  capacity  of  the 
District  buses  of  55  (including  10  standees).  Thus,  the  District  has  more  flexibility  in 
incrementally  adding  to  or  subtracting  from  commute  bus  trips  than  in  adding  to  or 
subtracting  from  ferry  trips. 

The  estimated  additional  patronage  on  ferry  trips  which  would  result  from  the 
cancellation  of  the  24  bus  commute  trips  identified  in  this  section  would  be  as  follows: 


Ferry 

Average 

Estimated 

Additional 

Average 

Combined 

Departure 

Patrons  1 

Patrons^ 

Patronage 

Larkspur 

7:05  a.m. 

344 

243 

587 

7:35  a.m. 

355 

366 

721 

San  Francisco 

4:45  p.m. 

351 

203 

554 

5:20  p.m. 

477 

122 

599 

6:15  p.m. 

254 

41 

295 

As  can  be  seen  from  the  above  table,  the  average  combined  patronage  on  the  7:35 
a.m.  commute  ferry  would  be  near  the  rated  capacity  of  the  ferry  and  more  than  100 
passengers  beyond  what  the  Ferry  Division  Manager  believes  to  be  the  effective  capacity 
of  the  ferries  during  the  morning  commute  period.  Therefore,  it  may  not  be  possible 
immediately  to  eliminate  all  nine  of  the  commute  bus  trips  which  duplicate  the  service 
provided  by  the  7:35  a.m.  ferry  and  still  provide  adequate  transbay  commute  service.  On 
the  other  hand,  it  would  be  possible  to  increase  the  effective  capacity  of  the  ferries  by 
adding  seats  and  covering  the  exposed  deck  areas.  Therefore,  we  would  suggest  that  the 
rated  capacity  of  the  ferries  (725  passengers)  be  used  as  a patronage  goal  and  that 
efforts  be  made  to  raise  the  effective  capacity  of  the  ferries  as  close  as  possible  to  the 
rated  capacity. 


^May  1978  - April  1979 

zBased  on  45  passengers  per  commute  bus  trip  discontinued  and  assuming  90  percent  of 
these  bus  passengers  switch  to  the  ferry. 
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District  personnel  have  suggested  that  any  proposal  to  eliminate  24  daily  commute 
bus  trips  would  require  the  District  to  prepare  an  environmental  impact  report  on  the 
effects  of  such  eliminations.  We  would  suggest  that  the  required  environmental  impact 
report  cite  the  parallel  transbay  commute  service  currently  provided  by  the  District's 
ferry  system  and  stress  the  excess  capacity  currently  available  on  this  parallel  service. 

CONCLUSION 

The  Bus  and  Ferry  Divisions  of  the  GGBHTD  offer  competing  service  over  a 
number  of  commute  routes.  One  effect  of  this  competition  is  to  reduce  the 
efficiency  of  the  ferry  system.  If  24  daily  bus  commute  trips,  which  provide  the 
same  route  coverage  at  the  same  time  as  the  ferry  system,  were  eliminated  and  if 
the  passengers  on  those  commute  trips  would  switch  to  the  ferry  system,  the 
efficiency  of  the  ferry  system  would  increase  substantially  because  the  same 
operating  cost  would  be  balanced  by  larger  revenues  due  to  a larger  number  of 
patrons.  By  eliminating  these  daily  bus  commute  trips  the  District  would  save 
approximately  $400,000  annually  in  operating  costs. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 


We  recommend  that  the  Board  of  Directors  take  the  following  actions: 

Consider  the  elimination  of  the  daily  bus  commute  trips  shown  on  the  table 
following  this  section.  These  bus  commute  trips  directly  parallel  commute 
service  provided  by  the  ferry  system. 

Prepare  an  environmental  impact  report  on  the  effects  of  discontinuing 
these  bus  commute  trips  but  maintaining  the  parallel  ferry  service  which 
currently  is  underutilized. 

Substitute  District  articulated  buses  for  conventional  buses  on  ferry  feeder 
routes  as  necessary. 

Add  three  ferry  feeder  bus  trips,  if  necessary,  to  accommodate  passengers 
from  Terra  Linda  and  Novato  during  the  morning  commute  period,  and  to 
Terra  Linda  during  the  evening  commute  period. 

SAVINGS/BENEFIT 

If  all  24  daily  commute  bus  trips  identified  in  this  section  were  eliminated, 
the  District  would  save  approximately  $400,000  annually  based  on  the  District's 
current  allocation  of  costs.  This  saving  would  be  possible  without  reducing  the 
availability  of  commute  service  to  District  patrons  through  a consolidation  of 
trips  on  routes  served  by  both  the  Bus  and  Ferry  Divisions. 
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BUS  COMMUTE  TRIPS  WHICH  DUPLICATE  SERVICE  PROVIDED  BY 

the  DISTRICT  TERRY  SYSTEM  (MA'RIR  CO.'  - S.F.  FINANCIAL  DISTRICT) 


Bus 

Departure  Time 

Arrival  Time 

Route  Departure  Point 

Bus 

Terry 

Bus 

Ferry 

18 

College  of  Marin 

6:41  a.m. 

6:46  a.m. 

7:30  a.m. 

7:45  a.m. 

18 

College  of  Marin 

7:1  2 a.m. 

7:15  a.m. 

8:03  a.m. 

8:15  a.m. 

18 

College  of  Marin 

7:18  a.m. 

7:15  a.m. 

8:12  a.m. 

8:15  a.m. 

24 

Manor 

6:38  a.m. 

6:39  a.m. 

7:34  a.m. 

7:45  a.m. 

24 

Manor 

7:06  a.m. 

7:06  a.m. 

8:13  a.m. 

8:15  a.m. 

24 

S.F.  Financial 
District 

4:46  p.m. 

4:45  p.m. 

5:45  p.m. 

5:55  p.m. 

26 

Sleepy  Hollow 

6:36  a.m. 

6:34  a.m. 

7:40  a.m. 

7:45  a.m. 

26 

Sleepy  Hollow 

6:56  a.m. 

6:59  a.m. 

8:05  a.m. 

8:15  a.m. 

26 

S.F.  Financial 
District 

4:40  p.m. 

4:45  p.m. 

5:56  p.m. 

6:01  p.m. 

26 

S.F.  Financial 
District 

5:25  p.m. 

5:20  p.m. 

6:32  p.m. 

6:36  p.m. 

36/38 

Terra  Linda 

6:39  a.m. 

6:37  a.m. 

7:37  a.m. 

7:45  a.m. 

36/38 

Terra  Linda 

7:02  a.m. 

7:07  a.m. 

8:10  a.m. 

8:15  a.m. 

36/38 

Terra  Linda 

7:03  a.m. 

7:07  a.m. 

8:06  a.m. 

8:15  a.m. 

36/38 

Terra  Linda 

7:1  1 a.m. 

7:07  a.m. 

8:14  a.m. 

8:15  a.m. 

36/38 

S.F.  Financial 
District 

4:45  p.m. 

4:45  p.m. 

5:52  p.m. 

5:57  p.m. 

36/38 

S.F.  Financial 
District 

4:50  p.m. 

4:45  p.m. 

6:04  p.m. 

5:57  p.m. 

36/38 

S.F.  Financial 
District 

5:25  p.m. 

5:20  p.m. 

6:24  p.m. 

6:31  p.m. 

36/38 

S.F.  Financial 
District 

6:15  p.m. 

6:15  p.m. 

7:13  p.m. 

7:25  p.m. 

52 

Novato 

6:29  a.m. 

6:32  a.m. 

7:31  a.m. 

7:45  a.m. 

52 

Novato 

6:36  a.m. 

6:32  a.m. 

7:43  a.m. 

7:45  a.m. 

52 

Novato 

6:55  a.m. 

6:56  a.m. 

8:02  a.m. 

8:15  a.m. 

52 

Novato 

7:00  a.m. 

6:56  a.m. 

8:07  a.m. 

8:15  a.m. 

52 

S.F.  Financial 
District 

4:45  p.m. 

4:45  p.m. 

6:00  p.m. 

6:02  p.m. 

52 

S.F.  Financial 
District 

5:23  p.m. 

5:20  p.m. 

6:32  p.m. 

6:36  p.m. 
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COMMUTE  SERVICE  PROVIDED  BY  THE 
FERRY  DIVISION  IS  NOT  COORDINATED 
WITH  LOCAL  SERVICE  IN  MARIN  COUNTY 
PROVIDED  BY  GGBHTD  BUSES  UNDER 
CONTRACT  TO  THE  MARIN  COUNTY 
TRANSIT  DISTRICT. 

The  Larkspur  Ferries  make  13  daily  departures  (weekdays)  from  the  Larkspur 
terminal.  Of  these  departures,  five  can  be  considered  as  commute  service  to  San 
Francisco.  Those  five  are  the  ferries  leaving  at  6:05  a.m.,  7:05  a.m.,  7:35  a.m.,  8:35 
a.m.,  and  9:05  a.m.  The  Larkspur  Ferries  also  make  13  daily  return  trips  (weekdays)  to 
the  Larkspur  Terminal.  Of  these  return  trips,  six  can  be  considered  as  commute  service 
to  Larkspur.  Those  six  trips  arrive  at  the  Larkspur  Terminal  at  4:30  p.m.,  5:25  p.m.,  6:00 
p.m.,  6:55  p.m.,  7:45  p.m.,  and  8:45  p.m. 

Ferry  feeder  bus  service  operates  between  a number  of  Marin  County  communities 
and  the  Larkspur  Terminal  during  peak  commute  hours.  The  schedules  for  this  service 
are  timed  so  that  the  ferry  feeder  buses  arrive  at  the  Larkspur  Terminal  approximately 
three  minutes  before  the  ferry  departs  in  the  morning  and  leave  from  the  Larkspur 
Terminal  approximately  five  minutes  after  the  ferry  arrives  in  the  evening. 

In  addition  to  the  Ferry  feeder  buses,  one  local  bus  route  also  stops  at  the 
Larkspur  Ferry  Terminal.  This  route,  Route  I,  includes  22  scheduled  stops  daily 
(weekdays)  in  the  southbound  direction  and  23  stops  daily  (weekdays)  in  the  northbound 
direction  (see  the  table  following  this  section).  The  Route  I schedule  is  established  by 
the  District  at  the  request  of  the  Marin  County  Transit  District  which  contracts  with  the 
District  for  local  bus  service  in  Marin  County.  However,  the  schedule  is  subject  to 
negotiation  and  change. 

Commute-Hour  Service 


None  of  the  five  southbound  Route  I stops  during  the  morning  commute  period  is 
coordinated  with  ferry  departures.  Two  of  these  stops  are  scheduled  to  arrive  at  the 
terminal  at  precisely  the  time  that  the  ferry  departs  and  a third  stop  is  scheduled  two 
minutes  after  the  ferry  departs.  The  four  southbound  Route  I stops  during  the  evening 
commute  period  are  more  convenient  for  commuters  from  San  Francisco.  Three  of  these 
four  stops  are  scheduled  five  minutes  after  the  arrival  of  the  ferry.  However,  no  stops 
are  scheduled  after  6:05  p.m.  so  that  the  last  three  arriving  ferries  have  no  Route  I 
service.  Furthermore,  the  Ferry  Division  Manager  has  stated  to  us  that  few  ferry 
passengers  live  in  the  area  served  by  Route  I south  of  the  ferry  terminal. 

The  northbound  Route  I local  bus  service  makes  four  stops  at  the  Larkspur  ferry 
terminal  during  the  morning  commute  period  and  five  stops  at  the  terminal  during  the 
evening  commute  period.  None  of  the  four  morning  stops  coincides  with  a ferry  de- 
parture. Of  the  five  evening  stops,  three  stops  arrive  between  13  and  18  minutes  after 
the  arrival  of  a ferry  and  the  other  two  stops  are  irrelevant  to  the  ferry  arrival 
schedule.  As  with  the  southbound  Route  I bus  service,  no  service  is  provided  for  the  last 
three  arriving  ferries. 

Mid-day  Service 

During  the  mid-day  period,  there  is  general  coordination  between  the  ferry 
departure  and  arrival  schedule  and  the  scheduled  stops  of  the  Route  I buses.  However, 
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there  are  many  more  bus  stops  by  Route  I at  the  ferry  terminal  than  there  are  ferry 
departures  from  or  arrivals  at  the  terminal.  On  the  southbound  Route  I , of  14  scheduled 
stops,  only  four  stops  coincide  with  ferry  departures  or  arrivals.  The  northbound  Route  I 
also  makes  14  scheduled  stops  at  the  Larkspur  terminal  during  the  mid-day  period.  Of 
these  stops,  only  four  stops  coincide  with  ferry  departures  or  arrivals.  Thus  of  the  28 
scheduled  Route  I stops  at  the  ferry  terminal  during  the  mid-day  period,  only  eight  stops 
coincide  with  ferry  departures  or  arrivals.  The  Bus  Division  Manager  has  stated  to  us 
that  all  mid-day  stops  currently  scheduled  at  the  ferry  terminal  are  necessary  in  order  to 
maintain  the  Route  I schedule.  He  stated  that  rather  than  alter  the  Route  I schedule  to 
fit  more  closely  with  ferry  departures  and  arrivals,  he  would  prefer  to  discontinue  all 
Route  I stops  at  the  ferry  terminal. 

There  are  specific  scheduling  reasons  not  to  alter  the  Route  I schedule.  The 
Route  I buses  serve  both  the  Indian  Valley  Colleges  and  the  College  of  Marin  and  an 
effort  is  made  to  time  schedule  stops  at  those  campuses  with  student  class  schedules. 
Also,  Route  I is  a major  connecting  route  with  east-west  routes,  such  as  Route  23.  Thus 
any  change  in  the  Route  I schedule  would  have  to  be  coordinated  with  other  schedules  as 
well.  However,  a change  of  two  or  three  minutes  in  scheduled  bus  stops  at  the  ferry 
terminal  would  be  sufficient  to  coordinate  the  southbound  Route  I bus  with  ferry 
departures  in  the  morning  commute  period. 

In  addition  to  the  lack  of  schedule  coordination  between  the  Route  I bus  and  the 
Larkspur  ferry,  there  is  an  economic  factor  that  discourages  transbay  commuters  from 
taking  the  Route  I bus  to  the  ferry  terminal.  The  District  provides  ferry  feeder  buses  to 
the  ferry  terminal  free  of  charge.  The  District  even  provides  free  ferry  feeder  service 
to  the  Tiburon  Ferry,  which  is  operated  by  a private  carrier.  Under  the  current 
agreement  between  the  GGBHTD  and  the  Marin  County  Transit  District  (MCTD)  whereby 
the  GGBHTD  provides  local  bus  service  on  a contract  basis  to  MCTD,  transbay  bus 
passengers  can  ride  on  a local  bus  and  transfer  to  a transbay  bus  and  pay  only  the 
transbay  fare.  However,  Route  I passengers  who  take  the  Larkspur  ferry  must  pay  both 
the  local  bus  fare  and  the  full  ferry  fare. 

According  to  the  Ferry  Division  Manager,  the  Route  I bus  is  not  generally  used  by 
commuters  so  there  is  no  particular  reason  to  coordinate  ferry  departures  and  arrivals 
with  the  Route  I schedule  during  the  commute  periods.  We  would  suggest  that  the  lack 
of  transbay  commuter  patronage  on  Route  I buses  may  be  influenced  by  the  lack  of 
coordination  in  scheduling  between  Route  I stops  at  the  ferry  terminal  and  ferry 
departures  and  arrivals.  We  would  also  suggest  that  the  economic  disincentive  for  ferry 
commuters  to  ride  Route  I buses  to  the  ferry  terminal  also  partially  explains  this  lack  of 
commuter  patronage. 

CONCLUSION 


There  is  a lack  of  coordination  between  District  ferry  departures  and 
arrivals  and  Bus  Route  I stops  at  the  Larkspur  ferry  terminal.  There  is  also  an 
economic  disincentive  for  ferry  commuters  to  ride  Route  I buses  to  the  ferry 
terminal.  The  lack  of  coordination  and  economic  disincentive  restricts  the  use  of 
Route  I as  a link  to  the  ferry  system  during  the  commute  period. 

RECOMMENDATION 


We  recommend  that  the  ferry  and  Route  I schedules  be  adjusted  so  that  bus 
stops  are  compatible  with  ferry  departures  and  arrivals  during  commute  periods. 
We  further  recommend  that  transbay  passengers  using  Route  I to  ride  to  the  ferry 
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terminal  pay  the  same  fare  as  passengers  using  the  District  ferry  feeder  buses. 
(The  fare  on  the  ferry  feeder  buses  is  now  free.  However,  the  District  is 
considering  charging  a fare  of  $.25). 

BENEFIT 

Implementation  of  the  recommendations  will  improve  the  coordination 
between  bus  service  provided  by  the  District  and  transbay  ferry  service  provided 
by  the  District. 
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COMPARISON  OF  BUS  ROUTE  I AND  LARKSPUR  FERRY  ARRIVALS  AND  DEPARTURES 
LARKSPUR  TERMINAL 


Ferry 

Route  1 

Route  1 

Ferry 

Depar  ture 

Southbound 

Nor  thbound 

Arrival 

6:05  a.m. 

Morning 

7:05  a.m. 

Commute 

7:35  a.m. 

7:37  a.m. 

7:43  a.m. 

7:30  a.m. 

8:35  a.m. 

8:05  a.m. 

8:1 3 a.m. 

8:35  a.m. 

8:45  a.m. 

8:30  a.m. 

9:05  a.m. 

9:05  a.m. 

9:1 5 a.m. 

9:00  a.m. 

9:35  a.m. 

9:45  a.m. 

10:10  a.m. 

10:05  a.m. 

10:15  a.m. 

10:05  a.m. 

10:35  a.m. 

10:45  a.m. 

1 1 :05  a.m. 

1 1:15  a.m. 

Mid-Day 

1 1 :45  a.m. 

1 1 :35  a.m. 

11:45  a.m. 

1 1 :40  a.m. 

12:05  p.m. 

12:15  p.m. 

12:35  p.m. 

12:45  p.m. 

1 :05  p.m. 

1:15  p.m. 

1 :45  p.m. 

1 :35  p.m. 

1 :45  p.m. 

1 :35  p.m. 

2:05  p.m. 

2:1 5 p.m. 

2:35  p.m. 

2:43  p.m. 

3:05  p.m. 

3:13  p.m. 

3:45  p.m. 

3:35  p.m. 

3:43  p.m. 

3:40  p.m. 

4:05  p.m. 

4:13  p.m. 

4:35  p.m. 

4:35  p.m. 

4:43  p.m. 

4:30  p.m. 

5:05  p.m. 

5:1 3 p.m. 

Evening 

5:30  p.m. 

5:35  p.m. 

5:43  p.m. 

5:25  p.m. 

Commute 

6:05  p.m. 

6:05  p.m. 

6:16  p.m. 

6:00  p.m. 
6t46piirr. 

7:00  p.m. 

6:55  p.m. 
7:45  p.m. 

8:45  p.m. 
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THE  BUS  DIVISION  DOES  NOT  CONTROL 
THE  CORRECT  PAYMENT  OF  FARES  ON 
DISTRICT  BUSES. 


The  District  has  a procedure  to  control  over-rides  by  bus  passengers,  (i.e. 
intentional  and  unintentional  riding  beyond  a zone  for  which  fare  was  paid).  This 
procedure  consists  of  issuing  each  passenger  an  identification  check  (see  sample  below) 
as  the  fare  is  paid,  which  indicates  the  zone  of  embarkation  and  disembarkation.  This 
check  is  supposed  to  be  collected  by  bus  drivers  when  passengers  exit  to  ensure  that  no 
one  has  ridden  further  than  indicated  on  the  check. 


IDENTIFICATION  CHECK 

RETURN  TO  DRIVER  UPON  LEAVING  BUS 

THIS  CHECK  COVERS  FARE  PAID  BETWEEN  ZONES  PUNCHED 


DRIVER  IDENTIFICATION  NUMBER  SYMBOL  FOR  DAY  ZONE 

At  present,  this  procedure  is  being  neither  enforced  by  management  nor  adhered 
to  by  drivers.  Consequently,  revenue  is  probably  being  lost.  Although  District  personnel 
have  asserted  that  this  loss  is  minimal,  it  should  be  noted  that  continuation  of  the 
present  practice  of  non-enforcement  can  only  result  in  further  losses.  It  should  also  be 
noted  that  if  the  public's  awareness  of  this  practice  increases,  then  the  risk  of  further 
fare  abuses  (hence  revenue  losses)  may  also  increase. 

CONCLUSION 


The  District  is  risking  a loss  in  revenue  due  to  the  failure  by  the  Bus 
Division  to  monitor  the  payment  of  fares. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 


In  order  to  alleviate  this  risk  and  ensure  that  proper  fares  are  being  paid,  it 
is  recommended: 

That  the  use  of  District  identification  checks  be  made  mandatory. 

That  road  supervisors  be  instructed  to  monitor  and  enforce  their  use. 

That  relevant  sections  on  daily  trip  reports  be  periodically  compared  with 
the  use  of  identification  checks  in  order  to  ensure  proper  use. 

Each  of  the  above  recommendations  is  designed  to  enhance  the  integrity  of  the  fare 
system  and  thus  limit  avoidable  revenue  losses. 
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BENEFIT 


Implementation  of  these  recommendations  would  limit  revenue  loss  and 
increase  financial  accountability. 
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USE  OF  A FARE  CARD/PASS  SYSTEM  ON 
DISTRICT  BUSES  AND  FERRIES  COULD 
IMPROVE  THE  EFFICIENCY  OF  DISTRICT 
OPERATIONS  AND  PRODUCE  SAVINGS  OF 
$121,000  ANNUALLY. 

The  use  of  cash  fares  on  District  buses  and  ferries  has  resulted  in  a set  of  related 
operational  inefficiencies  including: 

Slower  boarding  times  on  buses  than  necessary; 

Potential  security  problems  during  collection  of  bus  fare  boxes; 

Potential  security  problems  with  uncounted  cash  in  the  vault  room; 

Decreased  interest  income;  and 

Increased  vault  room  staffing. 

To  some  extent,  the  use  of  prepaid  tickets  (which  are  currently  sold  at  a 10  percent 
discount)  has  mitigated  the  effect  of  these  problems.  Nevertheless,  the  problems  remain 
due  to  the  current  level  of  cash  fares.  Moreover  these  problems  will  increase  overtime 
as  bus  and  ferry  patronage  increases. 

To  discourage  use  of  cash  and  thus  mitigate  the  impact  of  these  problems,  a 
prepaid  fare  card  system,  consisting  of  both  a transbay  monthly  pass,  and  an  intra-county 
punch  card  could  be  implemented.  The  existing  commute  tickets  could  then  be 
discontinued.  The  advantages  of  implementing  these  new  fare  cards  are  discussed  below. 

Transbay  Pass  - The  proposed  transbay  pass  would  essentially  serve  as  a substitute 
for  the  ticket  system  currently  in  use.  Five  passes,  one  for  each  zone  would  be  available, 
and  would  be  priced  at  44  trips  per  month  which  is  the  typical  commute  level. 

The  primary  advantage  of  using  a pass  over  a ticket  is  that  a pass  is  more 
convenient  for  the  user  and  would  permit  faster  boarding,  thus  reducing  travel  time.  It 
should  be  noted  that  each  pass  could  also  be  used  as  a substitute  for  bridge  toll,  thereby 
alleviating  traffic  congestion  through  reduction  in  the  amount  of  time  at  the  toll  booth. 
Adoption  of  such  a policy  would  also  eliminate  the  need  for  the  current  bridge  ticket. 
Internal  controls  could  be  maintained  by  comparing  the  results  of  periodic  vehicle  counts 
with  revenues  collected. 

Punch  Card  - A punch  card  (priced  at  either  $.35  or  $.50  per  ride)  instead  of  a pass 
could  be  used  for  intra-Marin,  intra-San  Francisco  and  intra-Sonoma  County  trips.  From 
the  perspective  of  maximizing  revenue  to  the  District,  a punch  card  would  be  preferable 
to  a pass  on  intra-county  trips  because  the  punch  card  would  provide  an  explicit  limit  on 
the  number  of  trips  permitted  whereas  the  pass  would  allow  unlimited  rides  during  a 
specified  time  period.  (Passes  are  generally  priced  at  a level  which  would  be  equivalent 
to  two  trips  per  day.)  Also,  a punch  system  is  currently  used  on  local  bus  routes  for 
passengers  who  are  transferring  to  a transbay  route.  Although  using  a punch  card  system 
for  local  fares  would  require  bus  drivers  to  perform  an  additional  task,  this  prepaid  fare 
system  would  provide  an  additional  convenience  to  the  public. 
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Costs  - The  primary  costs  directly  attributable  to  these  recommendations  would 
be  for  printing.  Assuming  that  the  transbay  patrons  who  currently  use  ticket  books  would 
be  the  primary  users  of  passes,  approximately  18,500  passes  per  month  would  need  to  be 
printed.  This  includes  approximately  80  percent  of  all  transbay  commuters.  It  is 
expected  that  most  other  transbay  passengers,  approximately  34  percent  of  total 
patronage,  probably  would  not  purchase  passes.  Given  these  assumptions,  annual  printing 
costs  for  18,500  passes  would  be  approximately  $6,000.  In  addition  to  this  cost  would  be 
printing  expenses  for  punch  cards.  Because  the  potential  use  of  these  cards  is  unknown, 
their  annual  printing  costs  are  difficult  to  estimate.  However,  since  these  cards  would 
not  have  expiration  dates,  they  could  be  bought  in  volume.  For  example,  100,000  cards 
would  cost  approximately  $ 1 ,000 1 . 

One  problem,  which  potentially  could  result  in  substantial  costs  (lost  revenues) 
concerns  counterfeiting  of  passes  and  tickets,  which  in  some  instances  would  have  face 
values  in  excess  of  $100.00.  This  potential  loss  could  be  mitigated,  however,  through 
careful  design.  San  Francisco's  Municipal  Railway,  for  instance,  has  had  success  in  this 
area  by  using  a multi-colored  pass  (which  is  difficult  to  photocopy)  and  by  changing  the 
design  of  the  pass  each  month.  Other  options  for  combating  counterfeiting  include  use  of 
hidden  codes  and  textured  paper.  Although  such  methods  are  somewhat  more  expensive, 
they  are  also  more  difficult  to  duplicate. 

Benefits  - The  major  financial  benefit  accruing  from  this  recommendation  would 
be  more  efficient  use  of  vault  room  personnel.  At  present,  the  equivalent  of 
approximately  four  full-time  positions  are  devoted  to  sorting  and  straightening  bus 
currency.  If  these  positions  could  be  eliminated  (due  to  reduction  in  the  level  of 
currency),  the  District  would  realize  an  annual  savings  of  $101,000.  In  addition,  as 
prepaid  fares  increase,  interest  income  would  increase  also.  (The  dollar  amount  of  this 
potential  is  impossible  to  determine  due  to  the  District's  fluctuating  cash  flow).  A third 
savings  would  result  from  the  elimination  of  printing  costs  for  bridge  and  bus  tickets. 
The  annual  amount  of  this  savings  would  be  $27,000. 

The  net  benefits  directly  accruing  from  the  institution  of  a prepaid  fare  system 
could  be  as  high  as  $121,000.  The  actual  amount  that  the  District  could  eventually 
realize  would  primarily  depend  on  the  public's  acceptance  and  use  of  the  system. 

CONCLUSION 

A new  fare  system  for  District  transit  vehicles  and  ferries  could  reduce 
travel  time,  save  approximately  $121,000  annually  and  provide  greater 
convenience  to  District  patrons. 

RECOMMENDATION 

We  recommend  that  the  GGBHTD  implement,  for  a six-month  trial  period, 
a fare  card/pass  system  consisting  of  passes  for  transbay  patrons  and  punch  cards 
for  intra-county  passengers. 


* These  printing  costs  could  be  offset  (perhaps  completely)  by  selling  advertising  space  on 
the  back  of  the  passes  and  punch  cards. 
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SAVINGS/BENEFITS 


Approximately  $121,000  in  annual  savings  could  be  realized  through 
implementation  of  this  recommendation.  In  addition,  the  following  non-financial 
benefits  would  occur:  decreased  boarding  times,  (hence  reduced  travel  time), 

increased  fare  collection  security,  and  elimination  of  a cash  requirement  for 
patrons. 
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SECTION  3: 


Personnel  Issues 

Use  of  Personnel  Staff 
Analytic  Staff  Services 
Bridge  Emergency 
Services  - Staffing 
Security 

Attorney  Services 
Use  of  Part-Time 
Bus  Drivers 
Bridge  Toll  Lane 
Staffing 
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DISTRICT  PERSONNEL  POLICIES,  PRAC- 
TICES AND  STAFFING  LEVELS  ARE 
INADEQUATE.  A CENTRALIZED  PER- 
SONNEL DIVISION  IS  NEEDED  TO 
MAINTAIN  THE  PROPOSED  CLASSIFICA- 
TION PLAN,  AND  TO  ASSUME  PERSONNEL 
FUNCTIONS  CURRENTLY  NOT  BEING 
PERFORMED. 


The  GGBHTD  does  not  have  a centralized,  coordinated  personnel  department  that 
has  the  responsibility  for  carrying  out  personnel  functions.  These  functions  are  divided 
among  the  Board  of  Directors,  Industrial  Relations  Division,  and  the  Equal  Employment 
Opportunity  (EEO)  Department.  The  breakdown  of  responsibilities  in  the  personnel 
function  is  as  follows: 

Board  of  Directors 


The  functions  of  the  Board  of  Directors  in  the  personnel  area  include 
establishment  of  hiring  policies,  authorization  of  position  reclassifications,  promotions, 
salary  adjustment  and  staff  increases  and  reductions.  The  District  has  historically  not 
adhered  to  a consistent  hiring  procedure,  nor  established  clearly  defined  policy  on  layoffs 
or  termination.  Salary  adjustments  and  reclassifications  have  been  made  on  an  ad-hoc 
basis.  In  addition,  the  Board  of  Directors  has  not  authorized  performance  evaluation 
standards  for  District  employees  which  would  facilitate  assessment  of  work  productivity 
and  performance.  Consequently,  employees  routinely  pass  probationary  periods  without 
formal  evaluation  of  their  performance  against  minimum  employment  standards. 

Industrial  Relations  Division 

The  Industrial  Relations  Division  staff  includes  an  Industrial  Relations  Advisor 
(now  temporarily  hired  under  contract  to  meet  labor  negotiation  deadlines),  a Personnel 
Assistant,  a Medical  Claims  Examiner,  a Secretary  and  a Clerk-Typist.  The  functions  of 
this  division  include  contract  negotiations,  recruitment,  hiring,  and  maintenance  of 
records  on  District  employees.  The  division  does  not,  however,  have  responsibilities  in 
other  personnel  areas  such  as  determination  of  staffing  needs,  establishment  of 
performance  standards,  carrying  out  personnel  research,  and  maintaining  an  employee 
evaluation  program,  all  of  which  should  be  routinely  assumed  by  a Personnel  Director. 
The  District  has  not  authorized  such  a position  in  the  Industrial  Relations  Division. 

EEO 

The  EEO  Department  is  currently  staffed  with  an  Equal  Opportunity  Officer  and  a 
Secretary.  This  department  has  responsibility  for  implementation  of  District 
Affirmative  Action  goals  and  policiesl,  establishment  and  implementation  of  a Minority 
Business  Enterprise  (MBE)  program,  and  preparation  of  EEO  and  MBE  annual  reports 
which  are  required  by  UMTA. 


Due  to  this  department's  limited  resources,  the  District  recently  contracted  with  a 
consulting  firm  to  update  and  revise  its  Affirmative  Action  plan  and  to  classify 
employees  into  occupational  categories  established  by  the  Federal  government. 
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In  examining  current  District  practices  for  monitoring  the  MBE  program,  we  found 
that  no  coordinated  centralized  procedure  exists  for  the  Purchasing,  Engineering  and 
Transit  Divisions  to  document  the  number  of  MBE  contracts  awarded  by  the  District. 
This  lack  of  record  keeping  at  the  outset  of  the  program  may  result  in  future  difficulties 
in  completing  Federal  reporting  requirements.  An  MBE  officer  position  could  assume 
this  responsibility  on  a full-time  basis,  and  assure  that  the  MBE  program  would  be 
properly  monitored  and  successfully  implemented. 

Consolidation  of  Responsibilities 

The  EEO  Department  and  Industrial  Relations  Division  frequently  function 
independently  of  each  other.  We  found  little  cooperation  or  coordination  of  effort  in  the 
areas  of  recruitment,  classification,  and  recordkeeping.  It  is  our  opinion  that 
consolidation  of  these  two  divisions  would  be  beneficial  to  the  District  since  it  would 
place  responsibility  for  all  personnel  functions  in  one  division.  To  be  effective,  however, 
this  division  should  consolidate  the  functions  of  the  EEO  and  Industrial  Relations 
divisions,  subject  to  UMTA  approval,  and  assume  responsibilities  in  the  following  areas: 

Job  analysis  and  evaluation  which  includes  assisting  supervisors  in  developing 
facts  on  new  or  changed  postions  in  accordance  with  class  standards. 

Staffing  which  includes  ascertaining  and  organizing  staffing  needs  for 
District  recruitment  purposes;  maintaining  a qualifications  index  or  skills 
bank  on  present  employees;  maintaining  qualifications  and  employment 
standards;  participating  in  developing  sources  of  qualified  candidates; 
preparing  lists  of  eligible  candidates. 

Processing  appointments  and  promotions  of  employees  which  includes 
monitoring  adherence  to  Affirmative  Action  laws  and  regulations  and 
evaluating  placements  through  follow-up  inquiry. 

Employee  relations  which  includes  advising  management  on  all 
administrative  matters  that  affect  motivation  and  morale;  sponsoring 
suggestion  programs  and  other  means  of  eliciting  participation  in  work 
improvement;  meeting  with  District  employees  on  union  or  personnel  policy 
questions  such  as  employment  status,  and  employee  rights  and  obligations; 
establishing  and  maintaining  grievance  procedures. 

Performance  standards  and  evaluation  which  includes  assisting  supervisors  in 
making  and  recording  objective  appraisals  of  employee  performance,  guiding 
staff  in  focusing  efforts  on  employee  performance  development  and 
improvement. 

Separations  which  includes  an  exit  interview,  advising  and  processing 
retirements,  recommending  staff  reductions  according  to  policies  and  rules, 
advising  supervisors  on  disciplinary  suspensions  and  removals. 

Records  and  reports  which  includes  maintaining  statistical  records  on 
employee  population,  turnover,  and  movement;  maintaining  all  files  on 
employee  histories;  reporting  to  management,  supervisors,  and  employees  on 
all  developments  that  affect  staffing  levels;  maintaining  adequate  and 
accurate  records  on  all  minority  employments  within  the  District  at  all 
times. 
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Personnel  research  which  includes  conducting  attitude  surveys;  studying 
testing,  interviewing  and  rating  devices;  analyzing  exit  interviews,  turnover, 
absences,  and  tardiness;  improving  forms  and  procedures. 

Staffing  for  this  office  would  be  as  follows: 

I Personnel  Director 

I Affirmative  Action  Officer 

I Minority  Business  Enterprise  Officer* 

I Personnel  Assistant 

I Medical  Claims  Examiner 

I Secretary 

I Clerk  Typist  II 

I Industrial  Relations  Advisor  (retained  on  a contract  basis). 


CONCLUSION 


The  District  personnel  practices  and  policies  are  fragmentary  and  not  well 
defined.  The  Industrial  Relations  and  EEO  departments,  as  separate  divisions, 
often  do  not  work  in  coordination.  Moreover,  they  currently  lack  the  necessary 
staff  to  satisfy  recruitment  demands,  to  establish  and  implement  employee 
performance  evaluations,  to  maintain  the  proposed  classification  plan,  and  to 
meet  Federal  reporting  guidelines  for  both  EEO  and  MBE  programs.  Consolidating 
the  two  departments  into  one  Personnel  Division  (subject  to  UMTA  approval), 
establishing  clearly  defined  personnel  policies  and  goals,  and  authorizing  a 
Personnel  Director  and  MBE  Officer  position  would  help  resolve  these  problems. 
The  staff  could  then  assume  additional  personnel  functions  and  regulate  and 
monitor  Affirmative  Action  and  MBE  programs  more  efficiently. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 


We  recommend  that  the  GGBHTD: 

Consolidate  the  EEO  and  Industrial  Relations  Departments  into  a Personnel 
Division  reporting  directly  to  the  General  Manager.  This  will  promote 
cooperation  and  coordination  of  District  recruitment  and  hiring  of  minority 
and  women  applicants. 

Establish  an  employee  performance  evaluation  procedure. 


The  objective  of  the  Affirmative  Action  and  MBE  programs  are  sufficiently  different  to 
require  separate  management.  It  should  be  noted  that  UMTA  funding  received  by  the 
District  could  be  diverted  to  fund  the  MBE  Officer  position. 
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Separate  the  functions  of  the  EEO  and  MBE  programs  and  authorize  an  MBE 
officer  position  to  assume  the  responsibilities  of  the  MBE  program  in  order 
to  comply  with  the  suggested  Federal  components  of  the  MBE  program.  The 
EEO  officer  would  then  have  the  full-time  responsibility  of  monitoring, 
implementing  and  reporting  on  Affirmative  Action  performance. 

Continue  to  contract  for  labor  negotiations  on  an  as-needed  basis. 

Retain  a full-time  Personnel  Director  as  manager  of  the  consolidated 
Personnel  Division  with  responsibility  for  establishing  and  maintaining 
personnel  functions.  The  Personnel  Director  should  review  and  evaluate 
current  recruitment  and  hiring  practices  and  recommend  appropriate 
changes  to  the  Board  of  Directors. 

We  also  recommend  that  the  staffing  of  the  Personnel  Division  be  monitored 
in  order  to  determine  if  additional  clerical  support  is  required  for  this 
division. 

BENEFITS 

Implementation  of  our  recommendations  will  help  create  a coordinated, 
Personnel  Division  which  would  improve  current  recruitment,  hiring,  and 
recordkeeping  practices  in  Affirmative  Action  and  MBE  programs.  It  would  also 
enable  the  Personnel  Department  to  assume  expanded  personnel  functions  in  areas 
of  performance  evaluation,  staffing  requirements,  personnel  research  and 
evaluation  of  employment  standards. 

EXPENSE 


We  have  determined  that  the  implementation  of  our  recommended  staffing 
levels  would  increase  the  Personnel  Division's  administrative  salaries  budget  by 
approximately  $14,500  in  the  1979-80  FY  due  to  the  salary  differentials  of  the 
previous  Industrial  Relations  Officer  position  and  the  recommended  Personnel 
Director,  and  the  additional  expense  of  retaining  a contract  negotiator. 
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ESTABLISHMENT  OF  AN  ANALYTIC  STAFF 
WHICH  REPORTS  DIRECTLY  TO  THE 
GENERAL  MANAGER  WOULD  IMPROVE 
THE  DISTRICTS  POLICY  REVIEW 
CAPABILITY. 

Analysis  of  the  District’s  management  structure  indicates  a need  for  a formalized, 
independent  analytic  staff  capability  in  the  General  Manager's  Office.  The  primary 
functions  of  this  staff  would  be  to: 

Review  and  analyze  annual  budget  requests  from  each  operating  division 
prior  to  submission  to  the  Board. 

Evaluate,  from  an  efficiency  and  effectiveness  perspective,  program  and 
policy  proposals  developed  by  the  operating  divisions  and  propose  alternative 
options  where  appropriate. 

Provide  management  analysis  assistance  to  the  General  Manager. 

Provide  objective  analyses  of  other  issues  and  programs  at  the  General 
Manager's  request. 

Conduct  performance  audits  required  by  the  Metropolitan  Transportation 
Commission  (MTC). 

Perform  transit  planning  and  research  functions. 

Prepare  and  monitor  grant  applications  for  Federal  and  State  transit  funds. 

The  major  benefit  accruing  from  a staff  such  as  this  would  be  the  increase  in  the 
General  Manager's  ability  to  provide  independent,  objective  assessments  of  the  operating 
divisions'  requests,  programs,  and  proposals.  In  the  absence  of  this  ability,  the  General 
Manager,  and  thus  the  Board  are  in  the  position  of  relying  on  analyses  and  evaluations 
prepared  by  the  operating  divisions.  Such  a situation  leads  to  a lack  of  organizational 
checks  and  balances  which  are  designed  to  encourage  operational  efficiency  and 
effectiveness. 

The  precedent  for  this  type  of  staff  is  well  established  in  Federal,  State,  local, 
and  large  private  organizations.  Moreover,  the  economies  (in  terms  of  decreased 
expenses,  increased  revenues  and  improved  management  practices)  generated  by  these 
staffs  usually  far  exceed  their  costs. 

Given  the  District's  current  organizational  structure,  the  existing  staff  in  the 
Planning  and  Research  Department  appears  to  be  the  most  suitable  group  to  assume 
these  responsibilities.  This  office  not  only  reports  directly  to  the  General  Manager,  but 
also  presently  performs  a range  of  tasks  that  directly  relate  to  those  analytic  functions 
outlined  above.  We  would  suggest  that  the  current  planning  staff  be  constituted  into  a 
Division  of  Planning  and  Policy  Analysis.  This  new  division  would  retain  planning 
responsibilities  but  would  also  conduct  analytic  studies  and  budget  reviews  for  the 
General  Manager. 
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Some  of  Planning's  current  responsibilities  could  be  transferred  to  other 
departments.  Examples  of  tasks  that  could  be  transferred  include: 

Routine  traffic  and  occupancy  counts  to  the  Bridge  and  Bus  Divisions; 

Review  of  issues  related  to  proposed  bus  route  changes  to  the  Bus  Division; 

Review  of  potential  park  and  ride  and  park  and  pool  sites  to  the  Bus  Division: 

Public  contact  relative  to  bus  stop  locations  to  the  Bus  Division; 

License  plate  survey  to  the  Bridge  Division; 

Compilation  and  formatting  of  transit  statistics  to  the  Bus,  Bridge,  and 
Ferry  divisions. 

Even  with  transfer  of  these  responsibilities,  one  or  two  additional  analysts  may 
have  to  be  hired.  We  would  suggest,  however,  that  employment  of  such  personnel 
be  deferred  until  a need  is  demonstrated. 

CONCLUSION 


The  Planning  staff  could  be  used  to  improve  the  District's  policy  review 
function  by  giving  this  staff  increased  analytic  and  budget  review  responsibilities 
under  a new  Division  of  Planning  and  Policy  Analysis  which  would  report  directly 
to  the  General  Manager. 

RECOMMENDATION 

It  is  recommended  that  Department  of  Planning  and  Research  be 
reorganized  into  a Division  of  Planning  and  Policy  Analysis.  This  Division  would 
assume  budget  and  management  analysis  responsibilities  as  well  as  planning 
responsibilities.  It  is  further  recommended  that  selected  tasks  currently 
performed  by  planning  staff  be  transferred  to  operating  divisions  so  that  increased 
staff  time  becomes  available  for  the  analytic  work. 

BENEFIT 


The  primary  benefit  would  be  the  development  of  an  in-house,  independent, 
analytic  capability  which  would  perform  substantive  budget  and  program  analyses 
on  an  ongoing  basis.  It  is  expected  that  the  output  of  such  a staff  would  result  in 
more  efficient  and  economic  operation  of  the  District. 
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THE  DISTRICT  SHOULD  REDUCE 
STAFFING  IN  THE  BRIDGE  SERVICE 
DEPARTMENT. 


In  calendar  year  1978,  District  bridge  servicemen  responded  to  approximately 
13,000  calls  for  service,  or  36  calls  per  dayJ  In  addition,  these  personnel  provided 
11,631  instances  of  service  to  the  District  (e.g.  assisting  with  placement  of  road 
diversions).  A breakdown  of  these  calls,  by  type,  is  presented  in  Table  I below. 


Service* 

January 

February 

March 

April 

May 

June 

July 

Aurus  t 

Septsnber 

October 

Nov  caber 

Dec  caber 

Total 

Stall 

253 

220 

264 

255 

110 

247 

234 

206 

217 

181 

248 

223 

2,658 

Mechanical 

296 

259 

209 

271 

260 

268 

329 

262 

285 

284 

292 

3,366 

Falae  Alan* 

163 

152 

147 

165 

159 

161 

153 

171 

192 

138 

138 

184 

1,923 

Debris  Reaov 

al  43 

29 

37 

32 

24 

58 

34 

23 

33 

32 

42 

23 

410 

or  A**t. 

64 

44 

63 

72 

58 

50 

45 

87 

70 

44 

69 

48 

714 

Fisa.  Escort 

116 

82 

116 

102 

38 

88 

75 

85 

76 

61 

62 

54 

955 

Tire  Change 

104 

95 

82 

98 

75 

100 

212 

96 

79 

57 

90 

87 

1,175 

Gas 

70 

61 

75 

91 

86 

78 

69 

85 

76 

60 

80 

61 

892 

Hater 

67 

81 

/2 

89 

58 

81 

68 

100 

68 

43 

53 

94 

8/4 

Tow 

217 

89 

213 

223 

167 

200 

209 

207 

193 

151 

179 

176 

2,224 

Accident 

24 

21 

35 

37 

20 

17 

30 

23 

15 

15 

10 

15 

262 

Fir. 

6 

7 

7 

5 

3 

4 

3 

4 

2 

3 

5 

2 

51 

Subtotal 

1,423 

1,140 

1,320 

1,440 

1,058 

1,352 

1,483 

1,416 

1,283 

1,070 

1,260 

1,259 

15,504 

5i  strict 
Work 

1,031 

927 

962 

992 

868 

1,029 

1,264 

901 

953 

898 

929 

876 

11,631 

Total 

2,454 

2,067 

2,282 

2,432 

1,926 

2,381 

2,747 

2,417 

2,236 

1,968 

2,189 

2,135 

27,135 

To  operate  this  service,  on  a 24  hours  per  day,  7 days  per  week  basis,  the  District 
budgeted  19  positions  in  FY  1979  including: 


Title 


Compensation? 


1 Bridge  Service  Foreman 

$28,054 

1 Assistant  Bridge  Service  Foreman 

24,915 

4 Shift  Supervisors  (@  $24,691) 

94,764 

12  Bridge  Servicemen  (@  $23,575) 

282,900 

1 Gasman 

23,197 

Total 

$453,830 

The  supervisors  and  bridge  servicemen  are  responsible  for  the  actual  provision  of  towing 
and  other  services.?  While  the  foreman  and  assistant  foreman  do  assist  when  required, 


The  exact  number  of  calls  is  difficult  to  determine  due  to  District's  practice  of  double 
counting  some  calls,  (e.g.  a call  from  a vehicle  with  mechanical  problems  that  results  in 
a tow  would  be  counted  twice,  once  as  a mechanical  problem  and  once  as  a tow.) 

^Includes  salary,  shift  differential,  and  all  fringe  benefits. 

^The  gasman  also  maintains  the  fuel  and  oil  level  of  all  district  vehicles  located  at  the 
toll  plaza. 
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they  do  not  participate  in  the  24-hour  schedule.  Consequently,  16  positions  are  normally 
used  to  provide  services  to  disabled  vehicles.  Fifteen  of  these  positions  are  currently 
filled.  It  is  expected  that  the  sixteenth  will  be  filled  within  the  next  several  months. 

The  present  staff  schedule  generally  attempts  to  provide  2-5  personnel  at  any  one 
time,  depending  on  the  day  of  the  week  and  time  of  day.  Maximum  staffing  is  used 
during  weekday  commuting  periods,  while  minimum  staffing  is  used  during  the  weekend 
and  the  mid-night  shift  (i.e.  10  p.m.  - 6 a.m.).  A staff  schedule,  showing  the  number  of 
personnel  scheduled  for  one  week  (April  15-21,  1979)  is  presented  in  the  following  table. 
An  analysis  of  schedules  over  a six-month  period  indicate  that  this  schedule  is  typical. 


Table  2 

- Bridge  Serviceman  Schedule 

10  p.m.- 

6 a.m.- 

7 a.m.^ 

10  a.m.5 

2 p.m.- 

6 a.m. 

2 p.m. 

3 p.m. 

6 p.m. 

10  p.m. 

Sunday 

2 

3 

_ 

_ 

3 

Monday 

2 

3 

1 

1 

5 

T uesday 

2 

3 

1 

1 

6 

Wednesday 

2 

3 

- 

1 

5 

Thursday 

2 

3 

1 

1 

5 

Friday 

2 

4 

1 

1 

3 

Saturday 

2 

3 

- 

- 

3 

Deviations  in  the  schedule,  (i.e.  six  staff  members  instead  of  five  on  Friday  for  the  day 
shift)  can  occur  for  various  reasons,  such  as  vacation,  use  of  accrued  holiday  time,  and 
schedule  changes. 

A staffing  requirement  analysis  indicates  that  if  the  District's  practice  is  to 
maintain  a schedule  which  requires  two  personnel  on  all  mid-night  shifts,  five  personnel 
on  the  weekday  day  shift,  four  personnel  on  the  weekday  swing  shift,  and  3 personnel  on 
the  weekend  day  and  swing  shifts  then  its  authorized  staff  level  of  17  plus  a foreman  and 
assistant  foreman  is  appropriate.  It  should  be  noted,  however,  that  in  comparison  with 
the  San  Francisco-Oakland  Bay  Bridge,  and  the  San  Mateo-Hayward  Bridge,  the 
GGBHTD's  bridge  service  department  appears  to  be  somewhat  overstaffed.  The  number 
of  service  calls  per  staff  member  per  day  is  25.0  percent  less  on  the  Golden  Gate  than  on 
the  Bay  Bridge  and  26.3  percent  less  than  on  the  San  Mateo  Bridge.^  In  addition,  the 
response  time  per  call  on  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge  should,  on  average,  be  less  than  that  on 
the  other  two  bridges  because  its  response  area  for  all  calls,  except  placement  of  lane 
diversions,  is  smaller. 


^Considered  part  of  the  6 am.-2  p.m.  shift  in  this  analysis. 

^Gasman  position;  considered  part  of  the  6 a.m.  - 2 p.m.  shift  in  this  analysis. 

“Although  available  data  do  not  permit  the  incorporation  of  bridge  work  into  these 
statistics,  it  should  be  noted  that  service  personnel  on  all  three  bridges  do  perform  bridge 
related  functions  such  as  setting  up  lane  diversions.  Incorporation  of  such  data  would 
probably  decrease  the  variance  noted  between  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge  and  the  other  two 
bridges. 
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Table  3 - Bridge  Serviceman  Staff  Comparison7 


Golden  Gate 

Bay 

San  Mateo 

Bridge 

Bridge 

Bridge 

Average  positions  staffed 

per  day 

10.1 

I4.0« 

4.9 

1 978  average  daily 
service  calls 

42.5 

77.7 

28.1 

Service  calls  per  position 
staffed  per  day 

4.2 

5.6 

5.7 

If  the  GGBHTD's  bridge  service  staff  were  reduced  by  2 positions  (from  17  to  15)  the 
following  schedule,  which  represents  a reduction  of  one  position  per  day  on  the  day  shift, 
would  be  possible. 


Sunday 

Monday 

T uesday 

Wednesday 

Thursday 

Friday 

Saturday 


Table  4 - Revised  Bridge  Serviceman  Schedule 

10  p.m.-  6 a.m.  2 p.m.- 

6 a.m.  2 p.m.  10  p.m. 

2 2 3 

2 4 4 

2 4 4 

2 4 4 

2 4 4 

2 4 4 

2 2 3 


This  reduction  in  the  day  shift  is  recommended  because  the  present  staffing  level  does 
not  appear  to  be  warranted,  given  the  District's  current  deployment  of  bridge 
servicemen.  In  general,  the  District  attempts  to  assign  one  man  during  commute  periods 
to  each  of  the  following  four  locations: 

North  End  Standby 
Vista  Point  Standby 
Toll  Plaza  Standby 
Shift  Supervisor 

During  non-commute  periods  two  servicemen  and  the  supervisor  are  scheduled  for 
standby  at  the  toll  plaza.  A fourth  serviceman  is  scheduled  for  lane  diversion  operations 
and  thus  is  not  available  for  other  bridge  work.  At  10:00  a.m.  a fifth  serviceman  (the 
Gasman)  comes  on  duty  to  fuel  District  vehicles  and  respond  to  service  calls  as  needed. 
By  requiring  servicemen  to  fuel  vehicles  during  non-commute,  standby  periods,  the 
Gasman  position  on  the  weekday  day  shift  could  be  eliminated.?  Although  this  would 


Does  not  include  Foreman  or  Assistant  foreman. 

^Assumes  the  planned  addition  of  two  extra  personnel  during 
commute  periods. 

ylt  should  be  noted  that  servicemen  currently  do  fuel  District  vehicles  when  the  Gasman 
is  on  vacation  or  sick. 
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reduce  the  number  of  servicemen  available  for  service  calls  during  non-commute  hours, 
the  need  at  such  times  is  not  as  critical  as  during  commute  periods  due  to  lower  traffic 
volumes  and  less  hazardous  lane  configurations.  Moreover,  should  the  need  arise,  the 
shift  supervisor,  assistant  foreman,  or  the  bridge  service  foreman  are  all  available  during 
the  day  to  assist  with  service  calls. 

In  addition,  because  these  other  personnel  are  available  when  required,  the 
contractually  mandated  training  program  for  bridge  servicemen  should  not  be  adversely 
affected  by  this  action. 

The  second  position  could  be  eliminated  by  reducing  the  weekend  day  shift  staff 
level  from  three  to  two  by  scheduling  weekday  days  off  more  evenly*®  and  by  scheduling 
holidays  more  effectively  (i.e.,  when  a large  number  of  personnel  are  scheduled  for  work 
instead  of  on  weekends  or  other  minimally  staffed  days.)  The  decrease  from  three  to  two 
on  the  weekday  day  shift  should  not  significantly  affect  the  District's  ability  to  respond 
to  calls  given  the  relatively  low  rate  of  traffic  and  level  of  lane  diversion 
modifications*  * * It  should  be  noted,  however,  that  any  decrease  in  the  Bridge  Service 
staffing  level  raises  the  risk  that  response  time  may  increase.  It  is  our  opinion  that  this 
risk  is  small  since  the  only  effective  reduction  is  the  elimination  of  one  position  on  the 
weekend  day  shift.  (The  elimination  of  the  Gasman  position  does  not  significantly  impact 
delivery  of  bridge  services.)  However,  the  District's  attorney  has  suggested  that  any  risk 
of  increased  response  time  might  increase  the  District's  legal  liability. 

At  this  proposed  level  of  staffing,  the  average  workload  of  Golden  Gate's  Bridge 
Service  Department  would  increase  to  4.6  service  calls  per  staff  member  per  day. 
Nevertheless,  this  would  still  be  17.9  percent  less  than  that  on  the  Bay  Bridge  and  19.3 
percent  less  than  on  the  San  Mateo  Bridge.  Moreover,  even  when  District  work  calls  are 
taken  into  account,  the  workload  would  be  only  3.1  calls  per  hour  or  just  over  one  call  per 
staff  member  per  hour  on  the  average.  If  implemented,  this  staffing  level  would  result  in 
an  annual  savings  of  approximately  $52,000. 

CONCLUSION 


This  analysis  has  suggested  that  the  Bridge  Service  Staff  could  be  reduced 
by  two  positions  through  more  effective  scheduling  and  elimination  of  the  Gasman 
position.  This  reduction  should  not  significantly  impact  service  delivery. 

RECOMMENDATION 

It  is  recommended  that  the  Bridge  Service  staff  be  reduced  by  two 
positions  subject  to  analysis  of  any  change  in  the  District's  legal  liabiltiy  resulting 
from  such  a reduction. 

SAVINGS/BENEFIT 


Elimination  of  these  positions  on  the  Bridge  Service  staff  would  result  in  an 
annual  savings  of  approximately  $52,000. 


'^Tuesdays  and  Thursdays  are  unnecessarily  staffed  at  a higher  level  than  are  the  other 
weekdays. 

Approximately  one  hour  of  bridge  servicemen's  time  is  devoted  to  lane  diversions  on 
each  weekend  day  shift. 
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THE  DISTRICT'S  SECURITY  FUNCTION 
SHOULD  BE  CONSOLIDATED  UNDER  A 
CHIEF  OF  SECURITY  REPORTING 
DIRECTLY  TO  THE  GENERAL  MANAGER. 

We  have  reviewed  the  District's  security  function  and  found  it  to  be  fragmented 
and  without  centralized  accountability.  This  is  partially  due  to  the  untimely  death  of  the 
former  Assistant  Chief  of  Security  and  the  retirement  of  the  Assistant  to  the  General 
Manager  - Administration  and  Security.  In  January,  1979  the  General  Manager 
recommended  a reorganization  of  the  security  function  to  the  Rules,  Policy  and 
Industrial  Relations  Committee.  We  are  in  general  agreement  with  the  recommendations 
of  the  General  Manager  on  this  matter. 

We  have  observed  the  following  difficulties  with  regard  to  the  District's  current 
security  function: 

Although  specified  in  the  current  District  job  description  for  the 
Administration-Security  position,  a comprehensive  security  program  for  the 
District  does  not  now  exist.  (Specific  procedures  have  been  identified  for 
certain  emergency  situations,  however). 

The  District's  money  vault  and  counting  room  have  been  without 
administrative  supervision  since  the  retirement  of  the  Administration- 
Security  Assistant. 

Vault-pullers  who  collect  farebox  revenues  from  the  District's  buses  receive 
only  occasional  supervision  (on  an  unannounced  basis,  amounting  to 
approximately  three  hours  per  week)  from  the  Acting  Chief  of  Security. 

Security  patrol  of  the  District's  bus  yards  is  performed  on  a part-time  basis 
(weekend  evenings  and  nights  only)  by  a single  security  officer. 

Security  patrol  of  the  District's  Ferry  terminals  is  performed  by  contract. 
These  contracts  are  executed  and  administered  by  Ferry  Division  personnel 
instead  of  by  a centralized  security  function. 

Due  to  the  handling  of  large  amounts  of  cash  and  the  considerable  value  of  the 
District's  capital  assets,  we  believe  there  is  a need  for  a strong,  centralized  District- 
wide security  function  reporting  directly  to  the  General  Manager.  In  our  review  of  the 
District's  classification  system,  we  have  recommended  the  elimination  of  the  former 
Administration-Security  positions  and  their  replacement  with  a Chief  of  Security  who 
would  be  responsible  for  this  function.  The  first  undertaking  for  the  new  Chief  of 
Security  should  be  the  preparation  of  a comprehensive  security  plan  and,  upon  approval 
by  the  Board  of  Directors,  the  implementation  of  this  plan. 

The  Chief  of  Security  should  be  directly  responsible  for  administration  of  all 
District  Security  functions.  This  should  include  supervision  of  the  money  vault  and  staff, 
investigations,  and  background  checks  on  employees  being  considered  for  positions 
involving  the  handling  of  money.  Security  operations  at  the  two  ferry  terminals  should 
also  be  accountable  to  the  Chief  of  Security. 

Since  vault-pullers  work  evenings  and  nights,  direct  supervision  is  difficult  without 
the  addition  of  supervisory  personnel.  The  authorization  of  such  personnel  should  be 
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considered  upon  completion  and  submission  of  the  comprehensive  security  plan.  An 
alternative  would  be  for  the  District  to  investigate  the  cost  effectiveness  and  increased 
security  afforded  by  contracting  for  collection  of  bus  revenues.  As  has  been 
demonstrated  with  other  transit  operations  and  public  entities,  contracting  for 
collections  can  provide  both  savings  and  increased  internal  control.  The  salary  and  fringe 
benefit  costs  for  existing  authorized  vault-pullers  now  employed  by  the  District  will  be 
approximately  $90,000  in  1979-80. 

CONCLUSION 


The  District's  security  function  is  in  need  of  considerable  enhancement  in 
order  to  safeguard  GGBHTD  assets  adequately. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 


The  District's  security  program  should  be  centralized  and  accountable  to  the 
General  Manager. 

A comprehensive  security  plan  with  appropriate  goals  and  performance 
criteria  should  be  developed  and  adopted  by  the  District. 

The  District  should  solicit  proposals  for  the  performance  of  bus  vault 
collections  by  a private  security  contractor. 

BENEFIT 


The  implementation  of  our  recommendations  would  clearly  fix 
accountability  for  District-wide  security  and  provide  for  a comprehensive  program 
to  safeguard  assets  and  money  collections. 
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THE  DISTRICT  SHOULD  REDUCE  THE  USE 
OF  ITS  ATTORNEY  FOR  GENERAL  LEGAL 
SERVICES. 

During  the  first  ten  months  of  1978-79,  the  District  expended  $285,000  on  legal 
expenses.  This  represents  a total  estimated  1978-79  expenditure  of  over  $342,000,  of 
which  approximately  $175,000  (51%)  would  be  for  general  legal  services  and 
approximately  $167,000  (49%)  would  be  for  litigation  services.  This  estimated  outlay 
would  be  I I percent  greater  than  the  amount  budgeted  for  1978-79  legal  services. 

In  1979-80  general  legal  services  have  been  budgeted  at  $160,000.  This  decrease 
is  due  to  a redefinition  of  these  services.  Selected  services  which  had  previously  been 
charged  to  general  legal  expenses  will  now  be  charged  to  litigation  expenses.  This  has 
resulted  in  an  increase  in  the  projected  litigation  expenditures  to  $180,000  for  the  1979- 
80  fiscal  year. 

In  addition  to  this  redefinition  which  has  reduced  planned  general  legal  expenses, 
there  are  several  other  methods  that  could  result  in  real  savings  in  the  District's 
expenditures  for  legal  services.  Each  is  discussed  below. 

Reduce  Attorney's  Attendance  at  Board,  Committee,  and  Staff  Meetings 

In  1978  there  was  a combined  total  of  approximately  130  Board,  Committee,  and 
staff  meetings.  At  $70.00  per  hour  for  each  two-hour  meeting,  this  represented  an 
estimated  expenditure  of  $18,000  for  the  Attorney's  attendance.  Current  Board  policy 
stipulates  that  the  Attorney  attend  all  meetings  unless  specifically  requested  not  to  do 
so.  If  the  District  reduced  its  demand  for  the  Attorney's  attendance  during  these 
meetings,  it  would  realize  a savings  of  $70.00  per  hour.  The  District  has  recently 
proposed  a reduction  in  such  use.  We  support  this  proposal. 

Limit  Access  to  the  Attorney 

Under  a recently  implemented  policy  only  Directors,  District  officers  and  division 
managers  are  authorized  to  request  directly  the  services  of  the  Attorney.  If  this  access 
were  further  restricted  so  that  all  Director's  requests  required  the  President  of  the 
Board's  approval  and  all  staff  requests  required  the  General  Manager's  approval  prior  to 
submission  to  the  Attorney,  it  is  likely  that  some  cost  savings  could  be  made.  Moreover, 
it  wouid  keep  the  President  and  the  General  Manager  better  informed  of  the  types  of 
legal  issues  being  raised  by  the  District.  Such  a procedure  may  also  assist  the  General 
Manager  in  keeping  informed  of  all  major  issues  emanating  from  the  divisions  and 
departments  because,  as  one  Director  has  noted,  the  Attorney  is  currently  approached  on 
virtually  all  important  questions. 

Reduce  use  of  the  Attorney  for  Non-Legal  Issues 

A review  of  the  Attorney's  Report  over  the  past  two  years  indicates  that  he  has 
been  requested,  on  occasion,  to  respond  to  issues  that  do  not  necessarily  require  legal 
counsel.  Two  examples  include:  the  Attorney's  comments  on  the  use  of  student  tickets, 
and  development  of  policy  issues  related  to  lay-off  procedures.  It  is  our  opinion  that 
District  staff  could  have  adequately  provided  these  services.  At  the  very  least,  non-legal 
staff  could  have  conducted  initial  studies  and  submitted  them  to  the  Attorney  for  legal 
review. 
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In-house  Counsel 


Another  way  to  reduce  legal  costs  would  be  to  retain  in-house  counsel.  At 
present,  the  Attorney  charges  for  approximately  1.2  attorney  staff  years  of  general 
services  to  the  District  each  year,  at  a cost  as  noted  above,  of  $70  per  hour  with  an 
estimated  annual  expenditure  of  $160,000.  This  amount  includes  attorney,  secretarial, 
and  overhead  expenses.  It  does  not  include  "non-billable"  time,  (e.g.  reading  advance 
sheets,  certain  consultations  with  other  attorneys,  etc.)  which  directly  or  indirectly 
impact  the  Attorney's  services  to  the  District.  Nor  does  this  level  of  effort  include  the 
total  cost  of  reviewing  legislation,  regulations  and  related  items  which  are  of  common 
interest  to  other  clients  of  the  Attorney.  These  costs  are  apportioned  over  all  such 
clients.  Nevertheless,  after  accounting  for  vacations,  holidays,  and  other  absences,  a 
quantitative,  although  perhaps  not  quantitative,  equivalent  level  of  service  could  be 
provided  by  two  full-time,  in-house  attorneys  and  two  legal  secretary  at  an  approximate 
cost  (including  overhead)  of  $144,300*.  The  cost  breakdown  is  as  follows:^ 

I Chief  Attorney  $44,000 

1 Staff  Attorney  29,500 

2 Legal  Secretaries  32,500 

Benefits  @ 22% 

Subtotal 
Overhead 

Total 


23,000 

$129,300 

15,0003 

$144,300 


This  amount  is  approximately  $16,000  less  expensive,  on  an  annual  basis,  than  that 
charged  by  the  present  Attorney. 

While  an  in-house  staff  is  somewhat  less  expensive,  other  considerations  are  also 
present,  which  in  our  opinion,  mitigate  against  the  establishment  of  an  in-house  legal 
staff.  These  considerations  include: 

Quality  of  services  provided; 

Staffing  flexibility;  and 

Staff  accessbility. 


This  amount  would  probably  increase  at  a rate  of  5-7  percent  per  year  as  salary 
adjustments  are  made.  The  cost  of  contracted  services  would  also  probably  increase.  Its 
rate,  however,  is  difficult  to  estimate.  Between  1970  and  1977,  the  present  Attorney 
increased  fees  only  once,  from  $50  per  hour  to  $70  per  hour  or  40  percent. 

2 

The  attorney's  salary  is  based  on  the  average  mid-range  of  BART's  General  Counsel  and 
AC  Transit's  Chief  Trial  Attorney.  The  legal  secretary's  salary  is  similarly  derived.  The 
staff  Attorney's  salary  represents  the  middle  of  BART's  staff  attorney  salary  range. 
^Includes  neither  purchase  of  a comprehensive  legal  library  which,  if  new,  could  cost 
over  $25,000,  nor  approximately  $5,000  for  office  furniture,  file  cabinets  and  shelving.  It 
does,  however,  include  travel,  supplies,  materials  and  maintenance  of  the  library.  It  is 
assumed  that  office  space  could  be  made  available  through  re-arrangement  of  current 
facilities. 
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Quality 


It  is  generally  assumed  that  law  firms  have  a higher  quality  of  attorney 
than  most  public  sector  agencies.  Greater  financial  rewards  and  professional 
opportunities  in  the  private  sector  contribute  to  this  quality  difference.  Thus,  it 
is  unlikely,  though  by  no  means  impossible  given  the  excess  supply  of  attorneys  in 
the  Bay  Area,  that  the  District  could  attract  attorneys  equal  in  quality  to  those 
currently  contracted,  if  it  chose  to  employ  in-house  counsel.  It  should  be  noted, 
however,  that  even  if  the  District  could  not  attract  the  same  quality  of  attorney, 
it  would  be  able  to  attract  competent  ones  who  could  serve  the  District 
effectively. 

Flexibility 

One  of  the  advantages  of  contracting  with  a large  law  firm  is  that  it  is  able 
to  scale  its  allocation  of  resources  according  to  its  clients'  needs.  Thus,  when 
demand  is  high,  the  firm  is  able  to  increase  its  level  of  effort  to  meet  that 
demand.  Similarly,  when  demand  is  low,  the  level  of  effort  can  be  reduced.  Such 
flexibility  is  not  available,  however,  with  a small  in-house  legal  staff,  where 
effective  supply  is  relatively  constant. 

Accessibility 


Legal  opinions  are  sought  in  an  increasing  number  of  issues.  It  may 
therefore  be  inferred  that  increased  access  to  this  commodity  can  lead  to 
increased  demand.  It  is  our  opinion  that  the  existence  of  an  in-house  attorney 
could  lead  to  an  increase  in  demand  for  legal  services.  We  would  point  out, 
however,  that  if  access  is  properly  controlled,  (by  top  management)  demand  should 
not  be  significantly  affected,  notwithstanding  the  experiences  of  other  public 
agencies  with  in-house  legal  staffs. 

CONCLUSION 

In  1979-80,  the  District  plans  to  expend  approximately  $160,000  on 
legal  services  (not  including  litigation  expenses).  Under  the  existing 
contract  for  legal  services,  this  outlay  could  be  decreased  by  reducing  the 
Attorney's  attendance  at  Board,  Committee,  and  staff  meetings,  by  limiting 
access  to  the  Attorney,  and  by  decreasing  use  of  Attorneys  for  non-legal 
issues.  Alternatively,  these  costs  could  be  reduced  by  establishing  an  in- 
house  legal  capability. 

RECOMMENDATION 


Due  to  the  trade-off  between  cost  and  quality,  flexibility,  and 
accessibility,  we  recommend  that  the  District  maintain  its  current  system  of 
contracting  for  general  legal  support  rather  than  substitute  an  in-house 
staff.  However,  we  also  recommend  that  the  District  reduce  the  Attorney's 
attendance  at  Board,  Committee,  and  staff  meetings,  further  limit  access  to 
the  Attorney,  and  decrease  use  of  the  Attorney  for  research  and  analysis  of 
issues  which  other  staff  could  perform. 
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SAVINGS/BENEFIT 


Precise  savings  accruing  from  decreased  use  of  the  Attorney  are 
difficult  to  estimate.  The  ultimate  amount  is  contingent  upon  the  level  of 
reduced  use  of  the  Attorney.  The  major  other  benefit  accruing  from  the 
foregoing  recommendation  is  increased  control  by  the  General  Manager  over 
access  to  the  Attorney  and  therefore  more  timely  information  on  legal  issues 
emanating  from  the  operating  divisions. 
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THE  GGBHTD  SHOULD  USE  PART-TIME 
DRIVERS  FOR  AT  LEAST  TEN  PERCENT 
OF  BUS  OPERATOR  HOURS  IN  ORDER  TO 
EFFECT  AN  ANNUAL  SAVINGS  OF  AT 
LEAST  $330,000. 

The  GGBHTD  operates  a fleet  of  258  buses.  As  of  July  I,  1979,  the  Bus  Division 
will  operate  235  of  these  buses  during  the  peak  (commute)  periods.  Approximately  80 
percent  of  all  scheduled  service  consists  of  commute  runs  during  the  morning  and  evening 
rush  hours.  The  remainder  is  mid-day  and  evening  service.  Due  to  the  nature  of  the 
transit  service  provided,  sufficient  mid-day  work  is  not  available  for  all  operators.  In 
order  to  have  them  available  for  both  the  morning  and  evening  commute  runs,  operators 
are  paid  straight  time  pay  at  $8.14  per  hour  throughout  the  day  as  well  as  a spread-time 
bonus  of  $1.70  per  hour  for  all  time  worked  in  excess  of  eight  hours  per  day.  An  analysis 
of  the  schedules  shows  that  during  the  average  run  a driver  is  paid  for  four  hours  in  which 
he/she  does  no  work  and  yet  is  paid  for  nearly  I I hours  straight  time  and  three  hours  of 
spread-time. 

All  transit  districts  have  difficulty  in  staffing  morning  and  evening  commute  runs 
without  over-staffing  during  the  day.  Because  the  GGBHTD  has  a higher  percentage  of 
commute  service  compared  to  other  transit  districts,  this  situation  is  particularly  costly 
for  the  District.  In  recent  years  transit  properties  in  Seattle,  Denver,  Washington  D.C., 
Santa  Clara  County  and  other  areas  have  negotiated  with  their  collective  bargaining 
units  to  allow  for  the  use  of  five- ten  percent  part-time  help  in  order  to  reduce  paid  non 
work  time. 

We  analyzed  those  schedules  which  paid  the  highest  non  work  time  and  compared 
the  present  cost  with  the  cost  of  using  part-time  help.  Present  cost  of  these  schedules  is 
$2,837  per  day  compared  to  $1,823  for  part-time  drivers,  even  if  the  part-time  drivers 
were  to  be  guaranteed  four  hours  per  day.  The  difference  of  $1,014  per  day 
demonstrates  that  savings  of  $264,000  could  be  achieved  in  weekday  service  alone. 
Savings  in  related  fringe  benefits  would  be  $70,000  even  if  full  benefits  were  paid  to 
part-time  employees. 

CONCLUSION 

Using  part-time  bus  drivers  for  ten  percent  of  total  operator  hours  would 

reduce  paid  non-work  time  for  bus  drivers  and  save  the  District  an  estimated 

$330,000  annually. 

RECOMMENDATION 


We  recommend  that  during  the  forthcoming  contract  negotiations  the 
GGBHTD  negotiate  with  the  drivers  union  for  the  right  to  use  part-time  help  for  a 
minimum  of  ten  percent  of  total  bus  operator  hours. 

SAVINGS 


Implementation  of  this  recommendation  would  save  at  least  $330,000 
annually.  Such  savings  could  start  to  accrue  to  the  GGBHTD  as  early  as  June  I, 
1980,  the  scheduled  commencement  date  of  the  next  contract  period,  provided 
that  agreement  can  be  reached  with  the  bus  drivers  union. 
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THE  DISTRICT  SHOULD  REDUCE  THE 
BRIDGE  OFFICER  STAFFING  LEVEL  AND 
THE  NUMBER  OF  TOLL  LANES  OPEN  AT 
SELECTED  TIMES  IN  ORDER  TO  ADJUST 
TO  ESTABLISHED  TRAFFIC  PATTERNS. 

At  present,  the  Bridge  Division  is  authorized  to  employ  47  bridge  officers.  They 
are  assigned  to  permanent  shifts  on  a non-rotating  basis  according  to  the  following 
distribution: 

6 a.m.-2  p.m.  2 p.m.-IO  p.m.  10  p.m.-6  a.m.  Reliefs^  Total 

18  14  7 8 47 

To  determine  the  minimum  required  staffing  or  most  efficient  level,  several 
variables  must  be  taken  into  account  including: 


The  number  and  hours  of  lanes  open  per  shift; 

The  number  of  hours  each  bridge  officer  is  available  for  work,  (i.e.  toll 
collection)  each  shift;  and 

The  annual  number  of  vacation  and  holiday  hours  available  per  bridge 
officer. 

The  values  associated  with  each  of  the  above  variables  are  presented  in  the 
following  tables: 


Number  of  Hours  of  Open  Lanes  Per  Shift2 


Weekdays 


Weekends 


6 a.m. 

- 2 p.m. 

2 p.m.  - 

1 0 p.m. 

10  p.m. 

- 6 a.m. 

Hours 

Lanes 

Hours 

Lanes 

Hours 

Lanes 

Open 

Open 

Open 

Open 

Open 

Open 

4 

II 

3.5 

7 

4 

5 

4 

7 

4.5 

6 

3 

1 

3 

2 

8 

7 

8 

9 

0.5 

7 

2.5  5 

5 3 


Bridge  Officer  Availability 


Collection  Hours/Shift  6.5 

Annual  vacation  hours  (average)  160 

Annual  holiday  hours  96 


^Reliefs  may  be  assigned  to  any  of  the  three  shifts,  but  usually  work  on  one  of  them. 
2This  may  vary  somewhat  according  to  traffic  and  operating  conditions. 
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Time  off  for  illness  and  other  unscheduled  absences,  generally,  should  not  be  used  in  a 
staffing  requirements  analysis  because  it  cannot  be  accurately  anticipated.  When  such 
absences  occur,  personnel  from  previous  shifts  must  be  carried  over  on  overtime  or  the 
service  level  reduced.  However,  due  to  excessive  use  of  sick  leave  and  unwillingness  on 
the  part  of  most  bridge  officers  to  work  overtime,  allowance  for  unscheduled  absences  is 
provided  in  the  recommended  staffing  level. 

Minimum  Required  Staffing  (Current  Open  Toll  Lane  Policy).  The  following  table 
presents  the  estimated  minimum  required  staffing  level  for  each  of  the  three  shifts  with 
current  toll  lane  policies  and  compares  this  level  with  current  staffing: 


Minimum  Required  Staffing 


Day 

Swing 

Mid-Night 

Relief 

Total 

Minimum  level 

17 

15 

8 

0 

40 

Current  level 

18 

14 

7 

8 

47 

Surplus  (deficit) 

1 

a) 

Cl) 

8 

7 

Under  the  assumptions  of  this  analysis,  the  day  shift  is  overstaffed  by  one  position;  the 
swing  shift  is  understaffed  by  one  position,  and  the  mid-night  shift  is  understaffed  by  one 
position.  More  significantly,  from  an  efficiency  perspective,  the  relief  staff  is  not 
required  at  all.  Thus,  the  total  current  staffing  level  is  seven  positions  greater  than  the 
total  efficient  staffing  level.  The  annual  cost  of  this  difference  is  approximately 
$134,0003. 

In  addition,  an  analysis  of  the  hours  actually  spent  by  bridge  officers  collecting 
tolls  over  a two-week  period  (March  1-14,  1979)  also  indicates  that  the  department  is 
overstaffed  by  approximately  seven  positions,  given  the  current  open  toll  lane  policy. 
Under  the  terms  of  the  Memorandum  of  Understanding  between  the  GGBHTD  and 
Transportation  Workers  Union  of  America,  AFL-CIO,  Local  250-A,  bridge  officers  are 
obligated  to  collect  tolls  no  more  than  6.5  hours  during  each  8-hour  shift.  As  the 
following  table  indicates,  however,  each  officer  actually  collected  tolls  for  only  4.88 
hours  per  shift  on  average.  This  is  equivalent  to  one  hour  and  37  minutes  of  unproductive 
time  per  officer  per  shift.  The  average  varies  somewhat  by  shift  and  day  of  week. 


Average  Hours  Worked  Per  Shift  Per  Officer 


Day 

Swing 

Midnight 

Average 

Weekdays 

5.13 

4.43 

4.82 

4.79 

Weekends 

5.13 

5.04 

5.05 

5.07 

Weighted  Average 

5.13 

4.62 

4.88 

4.88 

If  each  officer  worked  a full  6.5  hours  per  shift,  approximately  46.82  additional  toll 
collection  hours  per  day  would  be  available.  This  is  equivalent  to  just  over  7 bridge 


o 

Includes  FY  1980  salary,  shift  differential,  overtime,  medical,  dental,  life,  vision, 
OASDI,  and  retirement  contribution,  ($24,895  per  officer)  less  increased  overtime 
payments  of  approximately  $1 ,000  per  officer. 
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officer  positions. 

Although  a reduction  of  seven  positions  would  permit  sufficient  staffing  under  the 
current  open  toll  lane  policy,  meal  periods,  casual  periods,  and  breaks  could  not, 
generally,  be  as  evenly  distributed  throughout  each  shift  as  they  currently  are.  The 
worst  case  example  is  during  the  weekday  shift  when  all  bridge  officers  would  have  to 
work,  without  a break,  from  6:00  a.m.  to  10:00  a.m.,  at  which  time  four  toll  lanes  are 
closed.  All  contractually  allowed  breaktime  (1.5  hours)  would  have  to  be  taken  between 
10:00  a.m.  and  2:00  p.m.  Breaks  would  be  better  distributed  on  all  other  shifts.  In 
addition  to  this  impact,  bridge  officers  might  be  required  to  work  more  overtime  than 
they  do  currently  to  account  for  unscheduled  absences,  such  as  illness.  It  is  estimated 
that  overtime  would  increase  from  approximately  33  hours  per  year  to  100  hours  per 
year,  or  approximately  one  additional  8-hour  shift  per  officer  per  month. 

Given  the  uneven  distribution  of  breaks  and  the  amount  of  increased  overtime 
required,^  an  alternative  staffing  level,  incorporating  the  closing  of  lanes  during  selected 
hours  is  presented  in  the  next  section. 

Minimum  Required  Staffing  (Revised  Open  Toll  Lane  Policy).  The  following  table 
indicates  that  the  number  of  vehicles  per  lane  per  hour  on  the  weekday,  day  shift  is 
greater  than  that  on  any  other  shift. 


Average  Vehicles  Per  Lane  Per  Hour5 


Day 

Swing 

Midnight 

Average 

Weekdays 

448 

333 

140 

307 

Weekend 

380 

412 

209 

334 

Weighted  Average 

429 

356 

160 

315 

If  the  weekday,  day  shift  is  given  an  index  of  100  percent  (to  represent  its  mean  vehicle 
per  lane  per  hour  level  - 448)  then  each  of  the  other  shifts  represents  the  following 
percents  of  that  index: 

Shift 


Weekend  Swing 
Weekend  Day 
Weekday  Swing 
Weekend  Midnight 
Weekday  Midnight 


Percent  of  Index 

92.0 

84.8 

74.3 

46.6 

35.7 


The  following  table  indicates  the  average  number  of  lanes  that  would  have  to  be  open 
each  shift  if  the  vehicle  rate  per  lane  per  hour  were  to  equal  that  of  the  weekday,  day 
shift. 


^As  noted  above,  bridge  officers  are  reluctant  to  work  overtime  and,  in  fact,  refuse  to  do 
so. 

^Based  on  August,  1978  vehicle  count.  Traffic  rates  are  usually  5-10  percent  less  during 
other  months. 
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Open  Lanes:  Average  Requirement 


Day 

Swing 

Midnight 

Weekday 

9.00 

5.40 

1.21 

Weekend 

5.19 

8.27 

1.86 

It  must  be  emphasized  that  the  statistics  in  the  above  table  do  not  represent  a 
recommended  level  of  open  lanes.  They  solely  indicate  the  average  number  of  open  lanes 
required  to  equate  traffic  rates  with  that  on  the  weekday,  day  shift.  While  it  would  be 
inappropriate  to  suggest  a policy  requiring  equal  traffic  volumes  per  lane  on  each  shift,  it 
is  reasonable  to  suggest  the  variance  between  shifts  be  reduced.  The  table  at  the  end  of 
this  section  presents  the  current  and  recommended  number  of  open  lanes  (and  resulting 
vehicle  rates)  for  each  shift.  Three  constraints  are  imposed  on  the  recommended  level: 

I I lanes  must  open  for  the  peak  period  of  the  weekday,  day  shift; 

The  midnight  shift  must  have  at  least  two  lanes  open  at  all  times; 

The  average  number  of  vehicles  per  lane  per  hour  on  each  shift  should  be  less 

than  that  during  the  peak  period  of  the  morning  commute  hours. 

This  recommended  lane  policy  reduces  the  bridge  officer  staffing  requirement 
from  47  positions  to  37  and  results  in  a net  annual  savings  of  approximately  $250,000.  It 
also  results  in  a surplus  of  approximately  18  staff  days  per  month,  not  including  that 
accruing  from  overtime. 

Recommended  Bridge  Officer  Staffing  Level 
Day  Swing  Mid-Night  Reliefs^  Total 

16  13  5 3 37 


Subsequent  to  this  reduction,  the  use  of  part-time  bridge  officers  to  staff  periods 
of  peak  demand  should  be  considered.  Employment  of  such  personnel  should  not  be 
considered,  however,  until  the  full-time  staff  is  at  a level  which  requires  6.5  hours  of 
work  per  officer  per  shift  (the  level  recommended  above)  as  this  would  result  in  an 
inefficient  allocation  of  resources.  Once  this  level  is  attained,  the  District  would  realize 
a real  savings  of  approximately  $3.35  per  hour  by  substituting  part-time  staff  for  full- 
time staff. 

While  this  recommended  level  (37  officers)  is  feasible,  it  should  be  noted  that  an 
uneven  distribution  of  holidays,  sickdays,  or  vacation  could  result  in  excessive  overtime 


^Reliefs  are  included  in  this  table  to  accommodate  unscheduled  absences  such  as  sick 
leave  and  jury  duty.  These  three  positions  would  not  be  necessary  if  bridge  officers  were 
willing  to  work  more  overtime,  an  occurrence  which  would  result  in  increased  savings  for 
the  District. 
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payments.  At  present,  the  District  has  control  over  the  scheduling  of  holidays.  As  such, 
a distribution  problem  should  not  arise  there.  Further,  the  bridge  officers'  contract 
states,  in  part,  that  although  "both  seniority  and  preference  will  be  considered"  in 
arranging  vacation  schedules,  whenever  possible  "vacations  must  be  arranged  to  meet 
work  requirements."  Given  this  language,  it  would  appear  that  District  has  explicit 
authority  to  schedule  vacations  to  meet  its  operational  needs.  It  is  recommended  that 
this  authority  be  exercised  to  ensure  that  vacation  time  is  also  distributed  evenly. 

Sick  leave,  as  noted  above,  is  impossible  to  anticipate.  The  proposed  schedule 
can,  however,  accommodate  absences  due  to  sickness  at  the  rate  of  approximately  12 
days  per  bridge  officer  year  if  holidays  and  vacations  are  effecticvely  scheduled. 
Because  either  overtime  would  have  to  be  used  or  lanes  would  have  to  be  closed  if  a 
sufficient  number  of  bridge  officers  are  not  available,  it  is  necessary  that  this  scheduling 
be  developed  as  efficiently  as  possible. 

CONCLUSION 


Each  bridge  officer  works,  on  average,  slightly  less  than  five  hours  per 
day.  This  is  more  than  1.5  hours  less  than  the  6.5  hours  agreed  to  in  their 
contract.  In  addition,  more  lanes  than  necessary  are  open  at  various  times  of  the 
day.  If  these  lanes  were  closed  and  if  the  officers'  non-work  time  were 
eliminated,  the  staffing  level  could  be  reduced  by  10  positions. 

RECOMMENDATION 


The  District  should  decrease  the  number  of  lanes  open  at  specified  hours 
and  reduce  bridge  officer  staff  by  10  positions  from  47  to  37. 

SAVINGS/BENEFIT 

This  recommendation  would  result  in  a net  annual  savigs  of  $250,000  in 
salaries  and  benefits  with  a marginal  impact  on  traffic  congestion. 
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Current  and  Recommended  Lane  Policy 
and  Vehicle  Rate* 
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♦Based  on  August,  1978  vehicle  count. 

♦♦Seven  lanes  until  6:45  a.m.,  then  I I lanes. 

♦♦♦Staffed  with  two  officers  for  1.5  hours  on  overtime. 
♦♦♦♦Staffed  with  two  officers  for  1.0  hours  on  overtime. 


SECTION  4: 


Investments  and  Revenues 

Investment  Policies 
Cash  Balances 
Revenue  Advertising 
Non-Revenue 
Bridge  Crossings 
Discount  Policy 
Insurance 
Bridge  Emergency 
Services-  Fees 
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A MORE  FLEXIBLE  INVESTMENT  POLICY 
WOULD  PROVIDE  THE  GGBHTD  WITH 
GREATER  INVESTMENT  RETURN,  100 
PERCENT  RATIFICATION  OF  INVEST- 
MENTS AND  COMPLIANCE  WITH  STATE 
REGULATIONS. 


During  the  period  January  I,  1979  through  May  31,  1979,  the  GGBHTD  investment 
portfolio  averaged  $15,301,789  in  total  investments.  The  portfolio  included  three  types 
of  investments  as  follows: 


Repurchase  Agreements 

$191,722 

(1%) 

Non-Negotiable 

Certificates  of  Deposit 

11,564,106 

(76%) 

Bankers  Acceptances 

3,545,961 

(23%) 

Total 

$15,301,789 

(100%) 

Most  of  the  District's  investments  are  in  non-negotiable  certificates  of  deposit. 
The  GGBHTD  cannot  engage  in  an  investment  practice  known  as  swapping  with  these 
non-negotiable  instruments.  Swapping  is  the  sale  of  one  investment  instrument  and  the 
immediate  reinvestment  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  in  another  instrument.  The  purpose 
of  swapping  is  to  provide  a greater  return  on  investment  than  would  have  been  realized  if 
the  original  instrument  had  been  retained  (see  Attachment  I for  an  illustration  of  a 
swapping  transaction). 

A.  Engaging  in  an  Investment  Practice  Known  as  Swapping 


Based  on  a review  of  268  investments  made  by  the  District  between  January  1, 
1978  and  May  31,  1979,  it  was  determined  that  the  District's  investments  were 
distributed  as  follows: 


1978 

January 

Repurchase 

Agreements 

$ 220,968 

(2%) 

Averaqe 

Non- 

Negotiable 
Certificates 
of  Deposit 

$7,932,742 

Daily  Investment 
(76%) 

Bankers 

Acceptances 

$2,256,183 

(22%) 

Total 

$10,409,893 

February 

105,357 

(1%) 

7,582,857 

(77%) 

2,196,493 

(22%) 

9,884,707 

March 

452,903 

(5%) 

7,481,935 

(73%) 

2,259,770 

(22%) 

10,194,608 

April 

376,800 

(4%) 

5,950,000 

(56%) 

4,221,962 

(40%) 

10,548,762 

May 

273,323 

(3%) 

5,464,839 

(51%) 

4,985,932 

(46%) 

10,724,094 

June 

1,539,000 

(14%) 

4,616,667 

(42%) 

4,904,401 

(44%) 

1 1 ,060,068 

July 

1 ,468,387 

(12%) 

6,214,516 

(53%) 

4,086,781 

(35%) 

1 1,769,684 

August 

1,641,935 

(14%) 

7,541,935 

(62%) 

2,900,335 

(24%) 

12,084,205 

September 

1,384,833 

(10%) 

8,183,333 

(61%) 

3,827,779 

(29%) 

13,395,945 

October 

1,486,774 

(11%) 

8,395,645 

(60%) 

3,986,828 

(29%) 

13,869,247 

November 

740,000 

(5%) 

9,195,833 

(67%) 

3,791,653 

(28%) 

13,727,486 

December 

137,097 

(1%) 

9,849,194 

(68%) 

4,457,730 

(31%) 

14,444,021 

Total 

$822,718 

(7%) 

$7,369,863 

(62%) 

$3,662,509 

(31%) 

$1 1 ,855,090 

1979 

January 

$340,323 

(2%) 

$10,975,161 

(72%) 

$3,923,114 

(26%) 

$15,238,598 

February 

166,071 

(1%) 

1 1 ,894,643 

(79%) 

2,945,017 

(20%) 

15,005,731 

March 

229,032 

(2%) 

1 1,964,516 

(77%) 

3,285,107 

(21%) 

15,478,655 

April 

106,666 

(1%) 

10,903,333 

(71%) 

4,239,353 

(28%) 

15,249,352 

May 

1 1 1 ,920 

(1%) 

12,093,548 

(78%) 

3,301,426 

(21%) 

15,506,264 

Total 

$191,722 

(1%) 

$11,564,106 

(76%) 

$3,545,961 

(23%) 

$15,301,789 
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As  illustrated  in  the  above  table,  the  District  maintains  most  of  its  investments  in 
non-negotiable  certificates  of  deposit.  As  a result  the  District  does  not  have  the 
flexibility  to  engage  in  an  investment  practice  known  as  swapping.  The  opportunity  for 
swapping  occurs  when  the  spread  on  interest  rates  between  non-negotiable  certificates  of 
deposit  and  treasury  bills  or  governmental  agency  discount  notes  shrinks  to 
approximately  25  basis  points  or  less  (1/4  of  I ////tificates  of  deposit  and  treasury  bills  or 
governmental  agency  discount  notes  shrinks  to  approximately  25  basis  points  or  less  (1/4 
of  1%).  When  the  opportunity  for  swapping  occurs  during  periods  of  fluctuating  interest 
rates,  it  is  more  advantageous  to  buy  the  following  securities: 

a)  Treasury  Bills 

b)  Federal  National  Mortgage  Administration  Discount  Notes  - (FNMA) 

c)  Federal  Home  Loan  Bank  Discount  Notes  (FHLB) 

d)  Federal  Farm  Credit  Bank  Discount  Notes  - (FFCB)  or 

e)  Federal  Farm  Credit  (FFCB)  Six  and  Nine  Month  Notes, 

than  to  invest  in  non-negotiable  certificates  of  deposit.  This  practice  would  enable  the 
District  to  realize  additional  revenues  by  selling  the  Treasury  Bill  or  governmental 
agency  note  when  a normal  spread  in  interest  rates  returns  (see  Attachment  I - for  an 
illustration  of  such  a transaction). 

A second  advantage  to  investing  in  Treasury  Bills  or  governmental  agency  discount 
notes  is  the  increased  liquidity  which  is  not  present  in  non-negotiable  certificates  of 
deposit  without  substantial  interest  penalties. 

Over  the  long  term  and  based  on  the  size  of  the  District's  investments  and 
portfolio,  it  is  estimated  that  the  District  could  realize  additional  revenues  of 
approximately  $7,500  annually  by  investing  in  negotiable  securities. 

B.  Monitoring  Investments  by  Type  of  Instrument 

The  Government  Code  of  the  State  of  California  regulates  the  investment 
practices  of  local  agencies  including  the  GGBHTD.  Section  53601  of  the  Government 
Code  permits  local  agencies  to  invest  up  to  30  percent  of  an  agency's  surplus  money  in 
bankers  acceptances.  Although  currently  in  compliance,  as  can  be  seen  in  the  table  in 
this  section,  the  District  substantially  exceeded  the  limit  set  by  Code  Section  53601  for 
extended  periods  of  time.  In  order  to  avoid  this  occurrence  in  the  future,  the  District 
should  maintain  a daily  schedule  of  investments  (see  Attachment  II  for  a sample). 

A reasonable  criterion  to  be  applied  when  purchasing  a bankers  acceptance  would 
be  to  make  such  purchases  only  when  the  amount  of  bankers  acceptances  owned  by  the 
District  including  the  then  current  purchase  is  equal  to  or  less  than  30  percent  of  the 
District's  total  investments.  This  criterion  would  permit  the  District  to  maximize  its 
investment  return  within  the  30  percent  limitation.  Improved  monitoring  of  the 
distribution  of  investments  would  reduce  the  likelihood  of  any  audit  exceptions  in  the 
District's  annual  financial  audit  or  other  sanctions  as  provided  in  Section  53681  of  the 
Government  Code. 

C.  Authorization  to  Invest  in  Commercial  Paper 

Effective  January  I,  1979,  Section  53601  of  the  Government  Code  permits  local 
agencies  to  invest  in  commercial  paper  of  "prime"  quality  issued  by  corporations  having 
total  assets  in  excess  of  $500,000,000  and  having  an  "A"  or  higher  rating  by  Moody's 
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Investors  Service,  Inc.  or  Standard  and  Poor's  Corporation  for  debentures  other  than 
commercial  paper. 

Since  there  are  times  when  the  interest  rates  offered  on  commercial  paper  would 
provide  the  greatest  return  on  investment  to  the  District,  authorization  to  utilize  this 
instrument  should  be  requested  from  the  Board  of  Directors.  It  would  be  appropriate  for 
the  Board  of  Directors  to  authorize  investment  in  commercial  paper  limited  to  specific 
corporations  and  of  a maximum  amount  so  as  to  be  assured  of  a certain  minimum  quality 
and  maximum  dollar  risk  exposure  of  such  investments. 

The  flexibility  to  be  able  to  invest  in  commercial  paper  would  result  in  increased 
revenues  to  the  District  during  times  when  commercial  paper  interest  rates  are 
particularly  favorable. 

D.  Ratification  of  Investments  by  the  Board  of  Directors 

Based  on  our  review  of  the  District's  272  investments  made  from  January  I,  1978 
through  May  31,  1979,  it  was  determined  that  three  investments  amounting  to  $1,210,000 
were  made  but  never  submitted  to  the  Board  of  Directors  for  ratification.  In  order  to 
ensure  that  all  future  investments  are  ratified  by  the  Board  of  Directors,  an  improved 
record  keeping  process  for  the  recording  of  investments  should  be  implemented.  Whereas 
presently  one  person  makes  the  investments  and  prepares  the  semi-monthly  list  of 
investments  for  ratification  by  the  Board  of  Directors,  this  semi-monthly  list  should  be 
independently  prepared  in  the  Auditor-Controller's  Office  from  source  documents  known 
as  requests  for  wire  transfer  of  funds. 

CONCLUSION 


Engaging  in  an  investment  practice  known  as  swapping,  careful  monitoring  of 
the  percentage  of  investments  in  bankers  acceptances,  an  improved  record 
keeping  process  for  the  recording  of  investments,  and  obtaining  authorization  to 
invest  in  commercial  paper  would  result  in  increased  revenues  to  the  District, 
more  liquidity  in  its  portfolio,  100  percent  ratification  of  investments,  and 
compliance  with  regulations  governing  investment  practices. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 


We  recommend  that  the  GGBHTD: 

Purchase  Treasury  Bills,  FNMA  discount  notes,  FHLB  discount  notes,  FFCB 
discount  notes,  or  FFCB  six  and  nine  month  notes  rather  than  non-negotiable 
certificates  of  deposit  when  little  or  no  spread  in  interest  rates  exists 
between  these  instruments  in  order  to  engage  in  swapping  during  times  of 
fluctuating  interest  rates. 

Maintain  a daily  schedule  of  investments  in  order  to  assure  compliance  with 
Government  Code  regulations  governing  investment  practices. 

Seek  authorization  from  its  Board  of  Directors  to  invest  in  commercial  paper 
in  order  to  obtain  increased  investment  flexibility  and  resulting  increased 
revenues  to  the  District. 

Implement  through  the  Office  of  the  Auditor-Controller  an  improved  record 
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keeping  process  for  the  recording  of  investments  and  preparation  of  a semi- 
monthly ratification  list  from  source  documents  known  as  requests  for  wire 
transfer  of  funds. 


SAVINGS/BENEFITS 

Implementation  of  these  recommendations  will  result  in: 

Increased  revenues  to  the  District  by  approximately  $7,500  annually  based  on 
existing  District  investments. 

Increased  liquidity  of  the  District's  investment  portfolio; 

Compliance  with  regulations  governing  the  District's  investment  practices. 
100  percent  ratification  of  District  investments. 
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BASED  ON  AN  ANALYSIS  OF  THE  BANK 
REPORTS  FOR  A RECENT  ONE-YEAR 
PERIOD,  WE  HAVE  DETERMINED  THAT 
THE  GGBHTD  MAINTAINS  EXCESSIVE 
CASH  BALANCES  THAT  COULD  BE  IN- 
VESTED. IF  THESE  CASH  BALANCES 
WERE  INVESTED,  NET  INCREASES  IN 
INVESTMENT  REVENUES  WOULD  TOTAL 
APPROXIMATELY  $3 1 ,000  ANNUALLY. 

The  GGBHTD  maintains  eight  bank  accounts,  all  with  one  bank.  The  Bridge,  Bus, 
and  Ferry  Divisions  each  have  a payroll  and  a general  expense  account.  The  two 
remaining  miscellaneous  accounts  are  for  disability  insurance  and  claims.  For  control 
purposes,  all  funds  are  first  deposited  into  the  Bridge  Division  general  expense  account 
before  being  transferred  into  the  other  accounts.  Deposits  into  the  GGBHTD  accounts 
result  from  Federal  and  State  funding,  interest  earned,  and  revenues  from  fare  boxes, 
charters,  and  concession  commissions.  Reductions  from  these  accounts  occur  when 
salaries,  operating  expenses,  capital  expenditures  and  claims  are  paid. 

During  the  period  from  April  I,  1978  to  March  31,  1979,  the  GGBHTD  maintained 
an  average  daily  cash  balance  of  $702,964  in  all  its  bank  accounts.  During  this  period, 
the  bank  required  the  GGBHTD  to  maintain  an  average  daily  amount  of  $410,453  in  its 
bank  accounts  in  order  to  offset  the  cost  of  services  provided  by  the  bank.  Such  services 
include  armored  car  service,  currency  deposits,  coin  bags,  wire  charges,  telegram 
transactions  and  other  related  services.  The  actual  cost  for  the  services  provided  by  the 
bank  during  this  one  year  period  totaled  $26,159,  which  is  equivalent  to  an  annual  yield  of 
6.37%  on  the  required  minimum  average  daily  amount  of  $410,453  or  an  annual  yield  of 
3.72%  on  the  $702,964  actually  maintained  by  the  GGBHTD  in  its  accounts  on  an  average 
daily  basis.  If  the  GGBHTD  had  invested  its  average  daily  balance  (less  $100,000 
maintained  for  cash  flow  purposes)  at  the  prevailing  investment  rate  (9.75%,  in  1978-79) 
and  paid  the  bank  for  all  services  provided,  the  GGBHTD  would  have  received  additional 
net  income  of  $31 ,209  annually. 

CONCLUSION 


The  GGBHTD  maintains  excessive  cash  balances  that  could  be  invested.  If 
the  cash  balances  were  invested,  increased  interest  income  of  approximately 
$31 ,000  could  be  earned  annually. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
We  recommend  that  the  GGBHTD: 

Discontinue  maintaining  excessive  cash  balances  in  District  bank  accounts 
and  invest  such  excess  cash. 

Instead  of  maintaining  a required  minimum  balance  to  offset  services 
provided  by  the  bank,  make  direct  payments  for  these  services. 

Maintain  approximately  $100,000  in  bank  accounts  for  cash  flow  purposes. 

SAVINGS 


Implementation  of  these  recommendations  would  result  in  increased 
revenues  of  approximately  $31,000  annually. 
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THE  GGBHTD  COULD  IMPROVE  THE  IN- 
FORMATIONAL SERVICES  PROVIDED  TO 
ITS  PATRONS  AND  INCREASE  ITS  ANNUAL 
REVENUES  BY  CONTRACTING  FOR  PAID 
ADVERTISING  AT  THE  FERRY  TERMI- 
NALS, ON  DISTRICT  VEHICLES,  AND  IN 
DISTRICT  PUBLICATIONS. 

Currently  the  GGBHTD  does  not  accept  paid  advertising  on  its  vehicles,  in  its 
terminals  and  shelters,  at  its  bus  stops,  or  in  its  transit  guides  and  schedules.  There  are 
several  reasons  that  have  been  cited  for  not  accepting  paid  advertising.  These  reasons 
involve  aesthetics,  suitability  of  vehicles,  suitability  of  the  GGBHTD  transit  operation, 
and  response  by  the  community. 

Aesthetics 


The  General  Manager  and  Division  Managers  are  dedicated  to  maintaining  a high 
quality  transit  service.  They  feel  that  placing  paid  advertising  on  transit  vehicles  would 
"cheapen"  the  appearance  of  those  vehicles. 

Suitability  of  Vehicles 

The  GGBHTD  bus  fleet  includes  overhead  racks  in  most  vehicles.  These  racks 
partially  block  the  inside  space  occupied  by  paid  advertising  in  conventional  buses 
without  racks. 

Suitability  of  Transit  Operation 

Much  of  the  transit  service  provided  by  GGBHTD  is  over  freeeways  or  water 
during  commute  hours.  The  slow  travel  through  highly  populated  areas  throughout  the 
day  which  characterizes  much  of  the  service  provided  by  local  urban  transit  systems 
consitutes  only  a relatively  small  part  of  the  service  provided  by  the  GGBHTD. 
Therefore,  it  has  been  suggested  that  paid  advertising  space  on  GGBHTD  transit  vehicles 
would  be  ineffective  (and  therefore  produce  little  revenue)  compared  to  space  available 
on  urban  transit  vehicles. 

Community  Response 

Marin  County  currently  has  a ban  on  all  billboard  advertising.  It  has  been 
suggested  that  paid  advertising  on  GGBHTD  vehicles  would  violate  this  ban  and  that  such 
a violation  would  harm  the  District’s  reputation  in  its  primary  service  area.  The 
District's  attorney  has  suggested  that  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA) 
might  require  some  form  of  environmental  review  before  paid  advertising  could  be 
displayed  on  District  buses. 

In  spite  of  the  arguments  advanced  against  accepting  paid  advertising,  the 
Marketing  Manager,  at  the  request  of  the  Board  of  Directors,  has  solicited  proposals 
from  advertising  firms  for  placing  advertisements  on  District  vehicles  and  in  District 
terminals.  The  arguments  for  accepting  paid  advertising  primarily  involve  the  increased 
revenues  which  would  be  generated  for  the  District  and  secondarily  involve  improved 
information  which  could  be  made  available  to  District  patrons. 
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Revenue 


According  to  the  proposals  received  by  the  GGBHTD,  paid  advertising  on  District 
vehicles  and  in  District  terminals  could  produce  revenues  to  the  District  ranging  between 
$150,000  and  $300,000  annually.  Of  these  revenues,  between  $10,000  and  $30,000 
annually  would  be  provided  from  advertising  at  the  ferry  terminals.  An  estimated 
$140,000  to  $220,000  would  be  received  from  advertising  on  the  buses.  An  additional 
$30,000  to  $50,000  could  be  produced  from  paid  advertising  in  District  schedules  and 
timetables. 

Public  Information 


District  vehicles  and  terminals  currently  lack  information  on  transit  services  and 
points  of  interest  in  the  GGBHTD  service  area.  One  of  the  advertising  proposals 
received  by  the  GGBHTD  specifically  provides  space  for  use  by  the  District  as  public 
information  space  or  for  publicizing  services  provided  by  the  District.  This  type  of 
promotional  advertising  could  be  used  to  offset  reductions  in  the  District  advertising 
budget  approved  by  the  Board  for  the  1 979-80  fiscal  year. 

In  addition  to  proposals  for  paid  advertising  on  District  vehicles  and  in  District 
terminals,  the  GGBHTD  might  wish  to  consider  offsetting  the  cost  of  publishing  District 
timetables  and  schedules  by  including  paid  advertising  in  those  timetables  and 
schedules.  In  the  1979-80  budget,  approximately  $50,000  has  been  budgeted  for  printing 
timetables  and  schedules.  The  timetables  are  printed  twice  each  year  and  the  schedules 
are  printed  four  times  each  year.  A total  of  approximately  100,000  timetables  are 
printed  and  a total  of  approximately  280,000  schedules  are  printed  annually.  Timetables 
and  schedules  are  distributed  free  of  charge  throughout  the  District  service  area.  It  is 
estimated  the  printing  costs  could  be  offset  by  paid  advertising  included  in  District 
timetables  and  schedules. 

CONCLUSION 


The  GGBHTD  could  receive  from  $150,000  to  $300,000  annually  in 
additional  revenue  by  accepting  paid  advertising  on  the  District's  vehicles,  in  the 
District's  terminals,  and  in  the  District's  timetables  and  schedules. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 


We  recommend  that  the  GGBHTD: 

Contract  for  paid  advertising  at  the  Ferry  terminals  provided  that  some 
advertising  space  is  reserved  for  use  by  the  District. 

Solicit  proposals  for  selling  advertising  space  in  the  District's  timetables  and 
schedules. 

Request  the  GGBHTD  attorney  to  determine  whether  paid  advertising  on 
District  vehicles  would  violate  the  Marin  County  billboard  ban. 

Direct  the  Planning  Department  to  prepare  an  environmental  review  of  the 
effects  of  displaying  advertising  on  District  vehicles. 
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BENEFITS 


Implementation  of  these  recommendations  would  provide  immediate 
additional  revenues  to  the  GGBHTD  of  at  least  $ i 8,000  annually,  would  provide 
the  GGBHTD  with  public  information  advertising  space  at  the  ferry  terminals, 
would  provide  the  GGBHTD  with  concrete  proposals  for  advertising  revenues 
currently  estimated  at  approximately  $30,000  to  $50,000  (timetables  and 
schedules),  and  would  clarify  legal  restrictions  on  transit  advertising  which  could 
bring  additional  revenues  to  the  GGBHTD  estimated  at  $140,000  to  $220,000 
annually  from  paid  advertising  on  District  vehicles. 
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NON-REVENUE  BRIDGE  CROSSINGS  COST 
THE  GGBHTD  $379,000  ANNUALLY  IN 
LOST  REVENUE. 

One  of  the  agreements  in  the  original  War  Department  (currently  Defense 
Department)  permit  for  construction  of  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge  provided  that  military 
vehicles  would  not  be  required  to  pay  tolls.  At  the  time  the  bridge  opened,  the  cost  of 
this  agreement,  in  terms  of  lost  revenue,  was  not  significant.  In  calendar  year  1978, 
however,  there  were  approximately  273,000  southbound  military  crossings  of  the  bridge. 
This  is  equivalent  to  at  least  $273,000  in  lost  revenue.  It  should  be  noted  that  military 
vehicles  do  pay  tolls  on  most  other  state  operated  bridges  in  California. 

In  addition  to  these  military  crossings,  there  were  approximately  106,000  other 
non-revenue  bridge  crossings  (aside  from  car  pools  and  District  vehicles  equipped  with 
AVIs)  in  1978.  Most  of  these  crossings  are  attributable  to  District  employees,  some  of 
whom  have  this  benefit  included  in  their  contract  with  the  District.  Employees  of  all 
other  state  operated  bridges  must  pay  tolls  to  cross  those  bridges. 

CONCLUSION 

The  District  is  losing  $379,000  annually  in  potential  revenue  due  to  free 

bridge  crossings  by  military  vehicles  and  by  District  employees. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 


Attempt  to  abrogate  the  agreement  which  permits  free  bridge  crossings  to 
military  vehicles. 

Eliminate  the  practice  of  providing  free  bridge  transit  to  District  employees 
where  administratively  possible. 

Attempt  to  delete  the  free  bridge  transit  privilege  from  union  contracts 
which  provide  this  benefit. 

SAVINGS/BENEFIT 

The  annual  potential  benefit  of  these  two  actions  is  $379,000. 
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THE  GGBHTD  SHOULD  ELIMINATE  THE 
TEN  PERCENT  DISCOUNT  ON  TRANSIT 
TICKET  BOOKS  AND  REALIZE  AN  IN- 
CREASE IN  ANNUAL  REVENUES  BY 
$610,000  OR  $687,000  DEPENDING  ON  THE 
EXISTING  FARE  LEVELS. 

During  development  of  the  1979-80  budget,  the  District  considered  elimination  of 
the  ten  percent  discount  associated  with  bus  and  ferry  transit  tickets.  Currently, 
approximately  50  percent  of  total  transit  fares  are  paid  with  these  tickets.  This  implies 
that  the  District  is  providing  a ten  percent  fare  subsidy  to  approximately  one  half  of 
transit  patronage.  The  estimated  net  annual  cost  of  this  subsidy,  based  on  statistics 
provided  in  a recent  Planning  and  Research  analysis  of  bus  and  ferry  discount  ticket 
volumes,  is  $610,000.  It  is  our  opinion  that  this  subsidy,  which  is  in  addition  to  the 
standard  50  percent  subsidy  for  all  transit  expenses,  is  both  unnecessary  and 
uneconomic.  A District  analysis  recently  indicated  that  patronage  would  decrease  only 
two  percent  if  this  discount  were  eliminated. 

It  should  be  noted  that  the  District  is  planning  to  increase  fares  in  September, 
1979.  If  the  ticket  discount  were  eliminated  after  this  proposed  fare  increase  occurs,  net 
revenues  accruing  from  patrons  who  use  bus  and  ferry  transit  tickets  would  increase  by 
approximately  $687,000. 

CONCLUSION 


The  District  could  eliminate  the  ten  percent  discount  on  transit  tickets  and 
realize  an  increase  in  annual  revenues  of  approximately  $610,000  under  the 
current  fare  structure  and  $687,000  under  the  proposed  fare  structure. 

RECOMMENDATION 

It  is  recommended  that  this  discount  be  eliminated,  whether  or  not  the 
proposed  fare  is  adopted. 

SAVINGS/BENEFIT 


Implementation  of  this  recommendation  would  result  in  a net  annual 
increase  in  transit  revenues  of  $610,000  or  $687,000,  depending  on  the  existing 
fare  structure. 
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This  amount  assumes  a six  percent  reduction  in  patronage. 
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THROUGH  RELIANCE  ON  THE  GENERAL 
RESERVE  AND  CURRENT  REVENUE 
CAPABILITIES,  THE  DISTRICT  CAN 
INCREASE  ITS  SELF-INSURED  RETENTION 
AND  REDUCE  ITS  INSURANCE  PREMIUMS 
SUBSTANTIALLY. 

Excluding  coverage  for  employee  life  and  health  care,  the  District  has  17 
insurance  policies  with  annual  premiums  totalling  approximately  $704,400.  The 
aggregate  deductible  amount  (self-insured  retention)  for  these  policies  is  $1,812,500. 
The  District  has  an  insurance  loss  fund  of  over  $1  million  to  pay  claims  and  replace 
property  loss  not  insured  or  falling  under  deductible  limits.  The  District  also  has  a 
general  reserve  of  $5  million. 

Self-Insurance 


In  order  to  reduce  insurance  expenses,  the  District  has  established  a program  to 
increase  the  deductible  amounts  (retention)  for  its  insurance  coverage.  This  program  is 
based  on  fundamental  insurance  industry  guidelines.  Smaller,  more  predictable  losses  are 
paid  from  current  revenues  and  are  treated  as  an  operational  expense.  The  general 
standard  is  that  all  the  predictable  losses  should  be  retained.  When  premium  payments, 
either  in  the  current  year  or  shortly  thereafter,  would  include  charges  for  a certain  level 
of  losses  which  occur  frequently,  losses  can  be  considered  predictable  and  are  not 
insured.  In  other  words,  risk  involves  a chance  of  loss,  but  if  losses  are  predictable,  there 
is  no  risk  and  no  reason  for  insurance. 

Risk  retention  or  self  insurance  involves  accepting  losses  through  insurance 
coverage  with  deductible  amounts  or  deliberate  non-insurance.  It  is  desirable  to  retain 
losses  at  a level  higher  than  the  predictable  level.  Generally,  the  maximum  acceptable 
amount  for  the  risk  retained  can  be  determined  by  considering  how  unbudgeted 
(unpredictable)  losses  will  affect  the  current  and  continuing  financial  condition  of  the 
District. 

When  risk  is  retained  to  a substantial  level,  it  is  desirable  to  establish  a reserve 
fund  to  insure  availability  of  cash  when  the  need  arises.  This  fund  can  be  combined  with 
other  contingency  reserves.  The  amount  and  the  liquidity  of  the  reserves  depend  on  the 
amount  of  the  risk  of  loss  and  the  time  required  to  pay  for  the  loss.  For  major  liability 
claims,  it  can  be  expected  that  the  claim  will  be  litigated  which  can  take  approximately 
five  years  to  reach  trial.  After  trial,  the  law  provides  for  payments  to  be  made  over  a 
ten-year  period.  Therefore,  the  risk  of  occurences  for  which  the  District  is  liable  can  be 
funded  after  the  occurrence,  if  it  occurs,  over  a 1 5-year  period  or  longer. 

The  capital  required  to  finance  the  replacement  of  major  property  losses,  can,  if 
the  property  is  to  be  replaced,  be  accumulated  through  the  same  financial  mechanism  by 
which  the  funds  were  initially  acquired  to  purchase  the  property  (bonds,  loans,  grants, 
etc.)  at  less  aggregate  cost  than  that  of  insurance  (assuming  that  maximum  interest  of  15 
percent  is  paid  after  the  loss  or  that  insurance  premiums  would  exceed  losses  by  60 
percent  to  100  percent  of  the  loss  and  that  the  premiums  are  paid  before  the  loss  occurs). 

The  District  now  pays  insurance  premiums  in  the  amount  of  $380,000  per  year, 
excluding  the  excess  liability  policy  of  $324,400.  Assuming  that  this  amount  represents 
the  District's  minimum  ability  to  fund  the  payment  of  a loss  (property  or  liability),  then 
the  District  could  accumulate  at  least  $6  million  over  a fifteen-year  period.  The  1979-80 
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District  budget  will  increase  the  insurance  loss  fund  and  the  General  reserve  to  $6 
million.  Taken  together,  the  15-year  funding  ability  of  $6  million  and  the  $6  million  cash 
reserve  fund  total  $12  million.  Therefore  the  District  has  the  funding  capability  for  an 
overall  self-insured  retention  of  $12  million  on  an  annual  basis. 

If  the  District  cancels  its  insurance  policies  and  maintains  a $12  million  self- 
insured  retention,  the  District  could  maintain  its  excess  liability  policy  or  an  annual 
aggregate  policy  in  the  event  of  the  occurrence  of  several  large  losses  or  a catastrophe 
in  one  year.  Such  insurance  protection  would  pay  claims  when  the  total  of  all  the 
District's  annual  losses  exceeds  an  aggregate  of  $12  million.  From  that  point  to  the 
policy  limit  ($100  million  under  the  current  excess  liability  policy)  losses  would  be  paid  in 
full. 


The  possibility  of  major  losses  occuring  during  successive  years  adds  a degree  of 
uncertainty  to  the  determination  of  a reasonable  level  of  self-insured  retention.  Other 
considerations  are  the  possibility  that  losses  may  technically  and  legally  be  incurred  at  a 
certain  time,  but  not  discovered  or  reported  until  many  years  later  and  the  possibility 
that  by  the  time  claims  are  finally  settled,  they  may  be  substantially  different  from  the 
original  reserves  established  to  fund  the  loss,  due  to  inflation.  These  factors  should  be 
analyzed  before  any  major  change  in  risk  retention  is  made. 

It  is  statistically  possible  to  project  the  total  ultimate  costs  of  self-insured  losses 
by  adjusting  the  lag  time  between  the  accident  date  and  report  date  and  for  the  changes 
in  reserves  which  occur  between  the  report  date  and  the  settlement  date.  It  is  also 
statistically  possible  to  estimate  level,  funding  requirements  for  the  large,  random  losses 
which  will  occassionally  be  incurred  at  high  levels  of  self-retention.  Such  analyses  are 
beyond  the  scope  of  this  report  but  are  readily  available  to  the  District  through 
specialists  in  insurance  analysis. 

CONCLUSION 


The  District  should  explore  the  possibility  of  further  increasing  the 
deductible  amounts  of  its  insurance  policies.  In  order  to  determine  the  best 
balance  among  the  amounts  for  aggregate  excess  liability  insurance,  self-insured 
retention  and  District  reserves,  a statistical  analysis  of  the  probable  ultimate 
costs  of  self-insured  losses  and  their  effect  on  the  District's  reserves  should  be 
made. 

RECOMMENDATION 


We  recommend  that  the  Board  of  Directors  have  an  actuarial  analysis  made 
of  the  probable  ultimate  costs  of  self-insured  losses  to  the  District  and,  based  on 
the  analysis,  establish  amounts  for  aggregate  excess  liability  insurance,  self- 
insured  retention  and  the  District's  reserves. 

SAVINGS 


Implementation  of  this  recommendation  could  substantially  reduce  the 
District's  insurance  premiums  which  currently  require  an  expenditure  of  $380,000 
annually. 
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THE  GGBHTD  SHOULD  INSTITUTE  FEES 
FOR  EMERGENCY  SERVICES  PROVIDED 
TO  DISABLED  VEHICLES. 


Charging  for  emergency  bridge  services  which  are  currently  provided  at  no  cost 
would  generate  additional  revenues  for  the  GGBHTD.  Section  27177.5  of  the  State  of 
California  Bridge  and  Highway  District  Act  states  that  bridge  districts  within  the  state 
"may  prescribe  and  collect  reasonable  rates  for  towing  and  other  services  furnished." 
The  issue  of  whether  to  institute  a fee  structure  is  a policy  decision  for  the  GGBHTD's 
Board  of  Directors. 

At  present,  no  charges  for  either  bridge  services  or  gasoline  are  made  at  other 
major  Bay  Area  bridges.*  According  to  the  Bridge  Managers  on  the  Bay  Bridge  and  San 
Rafael  Bridge,  the  primary  reasons  for  this  are  that: 

The  level  of  revenues  generated  do  not  sufficiently  offset  the  cost  and 
administrative  aggravations  of  collecting  fees; 

The  time  involved  in  collecting  a fee  (or  issuing  a bill)  adversely  affects  the 
bridges'  ability  to  maintain  a smooth  flow  of  traffic. 

It  is  also  argued  that  charging  for  services  impedes  good  public  relations  and,  in  some 
sense,  is  not  justified  since  a bridge  toll  must  be  paid  regardless. 

While  these  reasons  are  not  without  merit,  it  is  our  opinion: 

That  potential  revenues  derived  from  charges  by  GGBHTD  for  bridge 
services  would  sufficiently  offset  costs; 

That  additional  administrative  workloads  are  not  excessive; 

That  the  time  invloved  in  collecting  a fee  or  issuing  a bill  is  minimal  (three 
minutes  at  the  maximum); 

That  the  public  relations  argument  is  valid  but  should  not  be  considered  of 
overriding  importance;  and 

That  the  bridge  toll  argument  is  irrelevant,  because  the  toll  would  exist  at 
its  current  level  whether  bridge  services  for  disabled  motorists  were 
available  or  not. 

To  determine  appropriate  charges  for  services  that  the  District  provides,  six  tow 
truck  operations  in  San  Francisco  were  surveyed.  This  survey  produced  the  following 
minimum  fee  structure  for  the  services  indicated: 


San  Francisco-Oakland  Bay  Bridge,  San  Mateo-Hayward  Bridge,  Dumbarton  Bridge, 
Richmond  and  San  Rafael  Bridge,  Carquinez  Bridge,  and  Benicia  Bridge.  These  bridges 
previously  charged  a service  fee. 
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Minimum  Fee  Structure 


Towing  Gasoline 


$18.00 

$12.00 

+ 

20.00 

10.00 

+ 

20.00 

10.00 

+ 

20.00 

10.00 

+ 

20.00 

12.50 

+ 

25.00 

15.00 

+ 

Tire  Change 

gas 

$12.00 

gas 

10.00 

gas 

10.00 

gas 

10.00 

gas 

12.50 

gas 

15.00 

The  following  tables  present  conservative  estimates  of  revenues  that  would  be  generatd 


by  the  District,  under  various  fee  structures,  given  the  level  of  service  provided  in  1978. 


Low  Fee  Schedule 


Service 

Fee 

Calls 

Revenue 

Tow  or  Push 

$10.00 

6,286 

$62,860 

Gasoline 

5.00 

892 

4,460 

Tire  change 

5.00 

1,175 

5,875 

Other 

5.00 

874 

4,370 

Total 

9^227? 

$77,565 

2 

Total  does  not  include  services  for  removal  of  debris,  flammable  escorts,  fires, 
assistance  to  CHP,  or  false  alarms.  The  effect  of  double  counting  calls  is  mitigated  by 
excluding  those  which  are  likely  to  have  been  listed  under  multiple  service  call 
categories. 
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Moderate  Fee  Schedule 


Service 

Fee 

Calls 

Revenue 

Tow  or  Push 

$15.00 

6,286 

$94,290 

Gasoline 

7.50 

892 

6,690 

Tire  Change 

7.50 

1,175 

8,812 

Other 

Total 

7.50 

874 

9,227 

6,555 
$1  ICTT7 

Market  Equivalent  Fee  Structure 


Service 

Fee 

Calls 

Revenue 

Tow  or  Push 

$20.00 

6,286 

$125,720 

Gasoline 

10.00 

892 

8,920 

Tire  Change 

10.00 

1,175 

1 1 ,750 

Other 

Total 

10.00 

874 

8,740 

$l557Hft 

Overhead  costs  and  non-payments  would  offset  these  revenues  to  some  extent.  It 
is  estimated  that  overhead  would  be  approximately  $20,000  per  year.^  The  default  rate 
on  payment  for  services  is  more  difficult  to  estimate.  One  proxy  estimate  is  the  rate  of 
payment  for  parking  and  moving  violations  experienced  by  the  City  and  County  of  San 
Francisco.  These  rates  are  shown  below: 


Parking  Violations 

Moving  Violations 

57% 

payment  on  time 

40% 

payment  on  time 

39% 

payment  after  one  or 

two  notices 

5% 

payment  late 

4% 

do  not  pay 

40% 

payment  after  arrest 

15% 

do  not  pay 

100% 

100% 

If  these  rates  are  applicable  to  fees  for  bridge  services  then,  with  a dunning  procedure, 
the  District  could  expect  a default  rate  of  5-15  percent.  The  following  table  provides  an 
indication  of  expected  lost  revenues  at  these  and  other  default  rates. 


^One  Accounting  Clerk  at  $18,300  including  salary  and  benefits;  supplies,  postage,  etc.  at 
$ 1 ,500-$  1 ,700.  Current  staff  members  would  also  assist  at  a near  zero  marginal  cost. 
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Table  5 - Expected  Revenue  Losses 


Default  Rate  Low  Fee 


5% 

$3,878 

10% 

7,756 

15% 

1 1 ,635 

25% 

19,391 

50% 

38,783 

Moderate  Fee 

Market  Fee 

$5,817 

$ 7,757 

11,635 

15,513 

17,452 

23,270 

28,087 

38,783 

58,174 

77,565 

Alternatively,  the  District  may  be  able  to  participate  in  the  Department  of  Motor 
Vehicles  (DMV)  program  which  prohibits  renewal  of  drivers  licenses  for  motorists  with 
outstanding  citations.  Because  the  District  currently  does  not  have  the  authority  to  issue 
citations,  an  arrangement  would  have  to  be  made  with  DMV  to  accept  service  bills  as 
input  to  this  system.  With  this  enforcement  mechanism,  the  default  rate  would  probably 
be  negligible. 

It  should  be  noted  that  the  default  rate  experienced  by  the  Bay  Bridge  when  it 
collected  fees  for  services  was  low.  Although  specific  figures  are  not  available,  Bay 
Bridge  management  personnel  have  estimated  that  this  rate  was  less  than  10  percent. 

An  estimate  of  total  net  increase  in  revenue  to  the  District  under  a policy  of 
charging  fees  for  services  rendered  to  disabled  motorists  is  presented  in  Table  6. 

Table  6 - Net  Revenues 


Default  Rate  Low  Fee 


5% 

$53,687 

10% 

49,809 

15% 

49,930 

25% 

38,174 

50% 

18,782 

Moderate  Fee 

Market  Fee 

$90,530 

$127,373 

84,712 

1 19,617 

78,895 

1 1 1 ,860 

68,260 

96,347 

38,173 

57,565 
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The  recommended  fee  structure  is  the  market  fee.  Selection  of  this  structure 
over  the  low  and  moderate  fee  structures  was  based  upon  several  criteria  including: 

Equitability  to  the  motorist.  The  structure  should  be  neither  unnecessarily 
nor  unjustifiably  high. 

Equitability  to  private  towing  services.  The  structure  should  not  be  so  low 
that  the  District  becomes  over-competitive  with  local  towing  services  that 
are  potentially  in  the  same  market.  District  management  personnel  have 
mentioned  that,  on  occasion,  motorists  have  stopped  on  GGBHTD's  property 
rather  than  other  roadways  because  of  the  free  towing  services. 

Costs  incurred  by  the  District.  Conservatively,  it  is  estimated  that  these 
bridge  services  cost  $25O,O00  per  year.  It  is  reasonable  to  attempt  to 
recover  some  portion  of  these  costs. 

Expected  Revenue  Level.  Unless  expected  net  revenues  are  substantial  (e.g. 
$50,000)  the  policy  of  charging  for  bridge  emergency  services  becomes  more 
difficult  to  support. 

Deterrent  Considerations.  The  fee  structure  should  be  sufficiently  high  to 
encourage  motorists  not  to  stop  on  District  property  unless  absolutely 
necessary.  Further,  to  the  extent  that  a fee  structure  has  deterrent  value, 
traffic  congestion  on  the  Bridge  and  access  roadways  will  decrease,  thereby 
enhancing  movement  of  traffic  along  the  Golden  Gate  corridor. 

Public  Relations.  Any  additional  fee  will  probably  aggravate  the  public.  It 
is  felt,  however,  that  charging  for  bridge  services  and  thereby  easing  the 
fiscal  burden  of  the  District  is  preferrable  to  a 100  percent  subsidization  of 
services  for  disabled  motorists. 

CONCLUSION 


This  analysis  suggests  that  it  would  be  financially  feasible  to  institute  a fee 
for  bridge  services  (e.g.  tows,  tire  changes,  and  delivery  of  gasoline). 

RECOMMENDATION 


It  is  recommended  that  the  District  adopt  a policy  of  charging  for  services 
to  disabled  vehicles  at  the  market  value  as  described  in  this  section. 

SAVINGS/BENEFIT 


Net  revenue  accruing  from  the  recommended  fee  structure  for  service 
charges  would  range  from  $58,000  to  $127,000  per  year,  depending  on  the  rate  of 
non-payment. 
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SECTION  5: 


Budget  Procedures  and  Management  Controls 

Budget  Procedures 
Budget  Reviews 
Fuel  Budgets 
Capital  Budgets 
Purchasing  Policies 
Use  of  Non-revenue 
Vehicles 
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THE  DISTRICTS  BUDGET  FORMULATION 
AND  ADOPTION  PROCEDURES  CAN  BE 
IMPROVED  TO  PROVIDE  FOR  INCREASED 
CONSIDERATION  OF  PROGRAM  PER- 
FORMANCE AND  AN  INDEPENDENT 
REVIEW  OF  PROPOSED  EXPENDITURES. 

We  observed  the  District's  budget  formulation,  consideration  and  adoption 
process.  We  found  a high  degree  of  management  involvement  in  the  formulation  of 
budget  requests  and  revisions.  Similarly,  we  found  staff  and  management  responsiveness 
to  the  directives  and  requests  for  information  by  the  Finance-Auditing  Committee  to  be 
timely  and  of  a consistently  high  quality.  These  attributes  are  valuable  at  a time  when 
the  District  faces  the  prospect  of  a substantial  deficit  and  depletion  of  available 
reserves. 

Difficult  decisions  remain,  however,  with  respect  to  the  District's  financial 
future.  To  control  costs  and  maintain  or  improve  services,  increasing  demands  will  be 
made  on  the  planning  and  budgeting  process.  In  recognition  of  these  needs  and  of  Federal 
requirements  for  uniform  financial  accounting  and  reporting,  a comprehensive 
management  information  system  is  now  being  developed  and  implemented.  In  addition  to 
meeting  numerous  and  complex  performance  reporting  requirements,  this  new 
management  information  system  should  provide  significant  improvement  in  areas  such  as 
budgetary  control,  inventory  management,  utilization  of  labor  and  capital,  cash 
management  and  monitoring  of  productivity.  Relevant  information  for  decision  making 
should  become  available  with  greater  accuracy  and  speed. 

To  utilize  staff  resources  more  effectively  and  to  take  advantage  of  the  District's 
enhanced  information  processing  capabilities,  we  are  recommending  several 
modifications  to  the  overall  budget  formulation  and  adoption  process.  These 
recommendations  are  offered  in  accord  with  generally  accepted  Governmental 
Accounting,  Auditing  and  Financial  Reporting  (GAAFR)  principles  and  will  result  in 
improved  budget  review  and  analysis,  greater  integration  with  the  District's  long  range 
plans  and  specific  goals  and  objectives  set  forth  to  achieve  these  plans,  and  increased 
emphasis  on  performance  and  cost  effectiveness. 

Budget  Management  and  Organization 

In  most  governmental  entities,  the  budgeting  function  is  accountable  to  or  a part 
of  the  office  of  the  chief  executive  (e.g.,  the  District's  General  Manger).  Typically,  the 
function  is  directed  by  a designated  budget  officer  with  appropriate  staff  support.  The 
central  budget  staff  is  often  supplemented  by  an  analytical  (or  research)  staff.  The 
responsibilities  of  the  budget  officer  include  coordination  of  the  budget  preparation 
process,  consultation  with  operating  department  management  and  staff,  and  review  of 
budget  requests.  This  review  process  provides  examination  of  proposed  budgets  to  ensure 
that  proposed  expenditures  are  consistent  with  specified  policies,  goals  and  objectives, 
that  requests  are  adequately  justified  and  documented,  and  that  total  proposed 
expenditures  are  within  anticipated  revenues.  Currently,  the  GGBHTD  budget  process  is 
primarily  the  responsibility  of  the  Auditor-Controller's  office.  The  Auditor-Controller 
provides  direction  to  the  operating  divisions  in  terms  of  submitting  budget  requests,  and 
providing  accounting  services  in  assembling  the  budget  requests  and  compiling  the  budget 
documents  submitted  to  the  Finance-Auditing  committee.  Further  actions  by  the  office 
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of  the  Auditor-Controller  are  executed  at  the  direction  of  the  committee  or  in 
developing  cost  information  for  various  proposals  presented  by  the  General  Manger  and 
management  staff. 

The  accounting  services  provided  by  the  Auditor-Controller  in  compiling  the 
budget  requests  and  providing  appropriate  cost  information  should  remain  an  integral 
part  of  the  budget  management  process.  However,  we  believe  that  the  overall 
management  of  the  budget  formulation  process  should  be  centralized  and  become  the 
responsibility  of  the  General  Manager's  office.  The  budget  officer  function  with 
necessary  support  staff  should  become  the  responsibility  of  the  Planning  and  Policy 
Analysis  Division  (as  proposed  in  a separate  section  in  this  report)  under  the 
administrative  direction  of  the  General  Manager.  Further  duties  and  responsibilities  of 
the  General  Manager  and  support  staff  will  be  outlined  in  the  following  discussions  on 
budget  preparation  and  adoption. 

Budget  Preparation 


A necessary  element  of  the  preparation  process  is  a formal  budget  procedures 
manual.  Such  a manual  would  detail  the  steps  to  be  taken  in  formulating  and  preparing 
budget  requests,  provide  a budget  calendar  specifying  the  sequence  of  events  to  be 
executed  and  dates  for  completion,  and  prescribe  procedures  for  revenue  and  expenditure 
planning.  The  procedures  manual  should  also  outline  supporting  documentation  and 
analyses  to  be  submitted  for  justification  of  revenue  and  expenditure  estimates. 

The  budget  procedures  manual,  with  appropriate  technical  instructions, 
worksheets  and  schedules  would  provide  division  managers  with  the  basic  tools  used  in 
the  development  of  their  budget  requests.  In  addition  to  the  technical  instructions,  the 
General  Manager  should  provide  policy  related  instructions  to  guide  management  in  the 
formulation  process.  The  General  Manager's  budget  instructions  should  provide  guidance 
for  translating  broad  policies  and  goals  into  requirements  for  the  various  departments. 
Included  in  these  instructions  would  be  general  levels  of  revenue  and  expenditures  for  the 
projected  fiscal  period,  estimates  of  anticipated  cost  reductions,  plans  for  new  or 
expanded  services,  administrative  regulations  and  a discussion  of  economic 
considerations  that  would  impact  services.  The  instructions  should  be  keyed  to  the 
identification  of  resources  required  to  achieve  service  objectives  and  improvements 
specified  in  the  District's  Transit  Development  Plan  and,  where  necessary,  should 
identify  areas  where  alternative  budget  requests  should  be  developed  to  formulate 
expenditure  plans  within  the  limits  of  constrained  resources. 

When  division  managers  receive  budget  instructions  and  materials  they  should 
document  specific  objectives  and  performance  measurement  criteria,  taking  into 
consideration  long-range  programs  and  on-going  activities  to  determine  appropriate 
levels  of  personnel,  materials,  supplies  and  equipment.  As  the  District  is  likely  to  be 
operating  with  limited  resources  in  the  future,  the  formulation  of  alternative  budgets  at 
reduced  expenditure  levels  should  also  be  prepared  in  advance  of  submission  of  the 
budget  requests.  The  alternative  budgets  should  also  provide  support  documentation  that 
would  identify  the  impact  of  reduced  expenditures  on  levels  of  service  and  effectiveness, 
and  establish  priorities  for  the  possible  reductions. 

Prior  to  formal  consideration  of  the  proposed  budgets  by  the  District's  Board  of 
Directors,  (the  Finance-Auditing  Committee)  the  requested  expenditures  should  be 
examined  by  the  General  Manager's  budget  staff  for  accuracy,  completeness  and 
compliance  with  budget  instructions.  This  examination  process  should  determine  that 
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adequate  justification  for  proposed  expenditures  has  been  provided  and  should  evaluate 
the  proposed  budgets  for  consistency  with  the  District's  goals  and  objectives.  An 
important  element  of  this  process  would  be  the  integration  of  the  annual  budget  with  the 
Transit  Development  Plan.  This  will  become  increasingly  important  as  MTC  performance 
auditing  requirements  are  finalized. 

The  budget  staff,  with  accounting  support  from  the  Auditor-Controller's  Office 
would  then  compile  a single  budget  for  the  entire  District  from  the  requests  submitted  by 
the  various  divisions  and  departments.  This  working  document  should  then  be  submitted 
to  the  General  Manager  for  review  and  recommendations.  The  General  Manager's  review 
should  focus  on  compliance  with  overall  policies,  goals  and  objectives.  Alternative 
service  levels  and  staff  recommended  reductions  should  also  be  reviewed  to  ensure  that 
proposed  expenditures  are  consistent  with  anticipated  revenue.  The  General  Manager's 
recommendations  should  then  be  incorporated  into  the  budget  document  by  budget  staff 
and  resubmitted  for  a final  review  by  the  General  Manager. 

Budget  Presentation 


Currently,  the  District's  proposed  budget  is  submitted  to  the  Board  of  Directors 
and  referred  to  the  Finance-Auditing  committee  during  the  initial  request  phase  of  the 
budget  process.  Under  our  suggested  procedures,  the  recommendations  of  the  General 
Mangager  would  be  formally  submitted,  along  with  initial  departmental  requests  and 
support  schedules  detailing  official  estimates  of  revenues,  expenditures  and 
justifications,  prior  to  the  committee's  formal  review.  Accompanying  the  General 
Manager's  budget  package  would  be  a budget  message  outlining  basic  assumptions, 
policies  and  general  objectives  applied  in  formulating  the  budget  and  discussing  the 
District's  financial  status.  The  General  Manager's  budget  message  would  explain  those 
recommendations  offered  to  align  proposed  expenditures  with  anticipated  revenues  and 
identify  services  adversely  affected  by  proposed  reductions. 

The  General  Manger's  budget  package  should  provide  a single  document  for  the 
review  of  the  Finance-Auditing  committee.  This  document  should  provide  historical 
expenditure  data,  budget  requests  by  divisions  and  departments  and  the  General  Manger's 
recommendations.  Information  should  be  provided  both  by  object  of  expense  (e.g., 
salaries  and  fringe  benefits,  materials  and  supplies,  contract  services,  etc.)  and  by 
organizational  function  (e.g.,  operations,  maintenance,  administration,  etc.).  The 
allocation  of  expenditures  by  object  and  function  is  a current  capability  of  the  Bridge 
Division's  system  of  accounts  and  will  be  available  for  the  transit  divisions  with  the 
implementation  of  the  comprehensive  management  information  system. 

The  following  information  should  be  provided  for  each  category  (by  object  and 
function)  for  review  by  the  Finance-Auditing  Committee. 

Prior  year  actual  expenditures  and  revenues; 

Current  year  budgeted  expenditures; 

Current  year  modifications  to  the  original  budget; 

Current  year-to-date  expenditures  and  revenues; 

Budget  request  amounts; 

The  General  Manager's  recommended  amounts. 
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In  addition  to  the  above,  schedules  and  written  budget  justifications  should  be  available 
to  Committee  members  for  position  detail,  materials  and  supplies. 

Budget  Consideration  and  Adoption 


The  Finance-Auditing  Committee's  consideration  of  the  proposed  District  budget 
would  commence  upon  receipt  of  the  General  Manager's  budget  package.  As  previously 
stated,  this  package  would  contain  the  General  Manager's  recommendations  for  balancing 
expenditures  and  revenues  and  alternative  budget  levels  accompanied  by  explanations  of 
service  consequences  should  the  alternative  levels  be  adopted.  The  advantage  of  this 
approach  would  be  that  the  Finance-Auditing  Committee  would  be  provided  a 
comprehensive  view  of  the  proposed  budget,  including  comparisons  of  prior  year  and 
current  year  levels  of  expenditure  and  revenue,  with  budget  requests  and  the  General 
Manager's  recommendations.  Alternative  reductions  would  also  be  available  in  advance 
of  initial  consideration  by  the  Committee. 

Since  the  entire  package  would  be  formulated  prior  to  consideration  by  the 
Committee,  the  General  Manager,  budget  staff  and  operating  management  staff  would  be 
better  able  to  respond  to  requests  for  alternative  financial  proposals  and  related  program 
changes.  The  Finance-Auditing  Committee,  under  these  revised  procedures,  would  be 
able  to  examine  impacts  on  the  District's  goals,  objectives,  and  levels  of  performance. 
Greater  detail  on  these  matters  should  be  provided,  beyond  such  aggregate  measures  as 
percentage  of  farebox  revenues,  in  order  to  determine  consistency  with  policies  of  the 
Board  of  Directors. 

Performance  Budgeting 

The  planned  management  information  system,  incorporating  expanded  cost- 
accounting capabilities  with  uniform  Financial  Accounting  and  Reporting  Elements  and 
monitoring  of  performance  related  statistics  will  provide  the  District  with  the  basic  tools 
necessary  to  shift  from  traditional  budgeting  techniques  to  performance  budgeting. 

The  primary  focus  of  performance  budgeting  is  evaluation  of  the  efficiency  and 
cost  effectiveness  with  which  existing  activities  are  accomplished.  As  previously  stated, 
budgetary  accounts  would  be  classified  by  organization  unit,  function  and  activity  as  well 
as  object  of  expenditure.  Each  function,  within  an  organizational  unit,  would  be 
reviewed  in  terms  of  expected  results  (performance  measures  compared  with  established 
standards)  at  alternative  levels  of  expenditure.  The  performance  measures  would  relate, 
in  a hierarchical  fashion,  to  the  District's  specific  objectives,  broad  service  goals  and 
policies.  The  total  District  budget  could  then  be  viewed  in  terms  of  results  achieved, 
units  of  service  to  be  delivered  and  unit  cost  standards. 

Under  the  performance  budgeting  concept,  the  final  enacted  budget  would  take  on 
the  form  of  a performance  contract  between  the  Board  of  Directors  and  the  General 
Manager  and  operating  divisions.  Quarterly  reporting,  similar  to  financial  status  reports 
now  provided  by  the  Auditor-Controller,  could  be  submitted  comparing  budgeted 
performance  (in  terms  of  expenditures  and  measurable  results)  with  actual 
performance.  Variances  between  budgeted  and  actual  performance  could  then  be 
examined  and  explained  on  a systematic  basis. 
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CONCLUSION 


The  District's  budget  formulation  and  adoption  procedures  can  be  improved 
to  provide  for  increased  consideration  of  program  performance  and  an  independent 
review  of  proposed  expenditures.  This  can  be  achieved  by  reorganizing  the  budget 
management  function  and  taking  advantage  of  the  already  planned  comprehensive 
management  information  system. 

Current  development  efforts  now  being  undertaken  by  the  District  would 
provide  financial  and  performance  information  by  organization  unit  and  function. 
This  technical  capability  will  permit  the  District  to  shift  from  a traditional 
budgeting  method  to  performance  based  budgeting. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 


Centralize  the  budget  management  function  under  the  General  Manager's 
office  with  staff  support  provided  by  the  proposed  office  of  Planning  and 
Policy  Analysis  Division. 

Modify  the  budget  preparation  procedures  in  accordance  with  the  suggestions 
in  this  section. 

A comprehensive  budget  package,  including  initial  requests, 
recommendations  of  the  General  Manager  to  align  expenditures  with 
projected  revenues,  and  alternative  budget  levels  with  explanations  of 
service  consequences,  should  be  submitted  to  the  Finance-Auditing 
Committee  prior  to  its  formal  review  of  the  District's  budget. 

Cost  accounting  and  performance  measurement  capabilities  now  being 
developed  should  be  incorporated  into  the  budget  process  to  permit 
implementation  of  a performance  budgeting  system. 

BENEFITS 


The  implementation  of  our  recommendations  would  permit  a more 
systematic  and  comprehensive  review  of  the  District's  annual  budget.  Detailed 
budget  requests,  recommendations  of  the  General  Manager  and  alternative 
budgets  for  possible  reductions  would  be  prepared  prior  to  formal  submission  of 
the  budget  to  the  Finance-Auditing  Committee.  An  independent  review  function 
would  be  incorporated  into  the  process.  The  Finance-Auditing  Committee  would 
be  better  able  to  examine  the  budget  proposals  for  consistency  with  policies,  goals 
and  objectives.  Relationships  between  levels  of  expenditure  and  results  in  terms 
of  levels  of  service  to  be  provided  would  become  more  easily  identified  and 
evaluated  in  terms  of  cost  effectiveness  and  efficiency. 
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OUR  REVIEW  OF  1979-80  BUDGETS 
SUBMITTED  BY  DISTRICT  DIVISIONS  AND 
DEPARTMENTS  INDICATES  THAT  SUB- 
STANTIAL SAVINGS  FROM  REQUESTED 
AMOUNTS  COULD  BE  REALIZED  WITHOUT 
REDUCING  THE  QUALITY  OF  TRANSIT 
SERVICES  PROVIDED  BY  THE  DISTRICT. 


As  indicated  in  the  previous  section,  a comprehensive  review  of  the  District 
budget  is  not  conducted  by  District  staff  prior  to  the  time  that  the  budget  is  submitted 
to  the  Finance-Auditing  Committee.  We  reviewed  1979-80  District  operating  and  capital 
budgets  submitted  to  the  Finance-Auditing  Committee  for  discussion  and  approval.  We 
found  that  the  Committee  was  not  provided  with  comparisons  with  actual  or  prior  years' 
expenditures  in  the  various  budget  categories  in  many  cases.  We  also  found  that  salary 
savings  due  to  the  maintenance  of  vacant  or  unfilled  positions  are  not  routinely 
calculated  in  budget  requests  and  that,  in  some  cases,  the  amounts  requested  for 
overtime  and  fringe  benefits  do  not  reflect  the  actual  experience  of  District 
expenditures.  We  also  found  some  capital  expense  items  which  we  believe  are  not 
necessary. 

Based  on  our  review  of  District  operating  and  capital  budgets,  a summary  of  our 
recommendations  is  as  follows: 


DISTRICT  DIVISION 


OPERATING  BUDGET  RECOMMENDATIONS 


Approved 

1979-80 


Item 


Budget  Recommendation 


Comment 


Board  of  Directors 


$146,200  $134,400 


000  $6,400  reduction 


in  fees  and  $5,400  reduction  ir 
travel  based  on  1978-79 
attendance  levels. 


Planning  and  Research 


97,900’ 


87,900  $7,000  reduction  in 


technical  services  and  $3,00C 
reduction  in  professional 
services  due  to  low  expenditure 
rates  in  1978-79 


Represents  District  funds;  total  request  is  $202,900. 
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item 

Fringe  Benefits  (Health 

I and  Welfare  Benefit 
Savings) 


Salaries 


Fringe  Benefits 


[i 

: 


ii 


D.sfwc,/- 

BRIDGE  DIVISION  (CONTD.) 

OPERATING  BUDGET  RECOMMENDATIONS 

Approved 
1 979-80 

Budget  Recommendation 


Comment 


5,422,700  5,346,800 


2,168,500  2,103,500 

599,900  58 1 ,900 


It  is  projected  that 
health  benefits  and  welfare 
insurance  premiums  will  remain 
at  the  present  rate.  However, 
the  1979-80  budget  for  health 
and  welfare  insurance 
premiums  has  been  increased 
by  7 percent  over  the  1978-79 
rate,  with  the  exception  of  the 
bus  drivers.  As  a result,  the 
budget  request  for  this  fringe 
benefit  account  is 

overbudgeted  by  approximately 
$75,900.  (Other  fringe  benefits 
reductions  are  recommended 
below.) 

Our  review  of  1978-79  staffing 
levels  indicates  that  salaries 
are  overbudgeted  by  $65,000. 

Our  review  of  1978-79  staffing 
levels  indicates  that  fringe 
benefits  are  overbudgeted  by 
$18,000.  (This  is  net  of 
budgeted  Health  and  Welfare 
increases.) 
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CAPITAL  BUDGETS 


Item 

Approved 

1979-80 

Budget 

Recommendation 

Comment 

Toll  Booths  & Islands 

$240,000 

$140,000 

1 1 of  the  12  booths  will  not 
be  installed  until  1980-81. 
Cost  of  installation  is 

approximately  $100,000. 

1/4  Ton  Pickups 
(//57  and  //58) 

15,000 

0 

Both  trucks  are  in  good 
mechanical  condition  and  have 
gone  55,000  miles  and  78,000 
miles  respectively.  Slight  body 
rusting  doesn't  impair 

operations.  If  aesthetics  are 
important,  recommend  spot 
sanding,  puttying  and  painting. 

Cam  Bearing  Instal- 
lation Set 

300 

0 

Tool  purchased  in  FYI979. 

Tickometer 

6,500 

0 

Request'd  as  a reserve;  not 
necessary  at  this  time.  Also 
new  dollar  coin  should  reduce 
need  for  such  machines. 

Sedan  Replacement 
(//33) 

6,500 

0 

Sedan  is  for  Planning  and 
Research.  P&R  does  not  need 
this  second  vheicle. 

1/2  Ton  Pickup 

mi) 

6,500 

0 

Present  pickup  is  adequate  in 
spite  of  slight  rusting  of  body. 
Mechanically,  it  is  fine. 

Camper  Top 

650 

0 

If  pickup  is  not  bought,  there  is 
no  need  for  this  item. 

Camera  and 
Monitor 

1,000 

0 

Additional  camera  in  vault 
room  is  not  necessary.  There 
are  currently  three  cameras. 

Two-way  radio 

1,800 

0 

Radio  now  in  stock. 

Office  Furniture 
and  Equipment 

12,000 

8,300 

Budget  at  1978-79  fiscal  year 
expenditure  level.  Inflation 

should  be  countered  with 
reduced  purchases. 
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BUS  DIVISION 


OPERATING  BUDGET  RECOMMENDATIONS 


Item 

Approved 

1979-80 

Budget 

Recommendation 

Comment 

Bus  Charter  Revenue 

$100,000 

$125,000 

Current  charter  service  is 
provided  to  an  insurance 
company  which  has  relocated  in 
Marin  County.  This  service  is 
likely  to  continue  at  or  above 
the  current  level.  Current 

revenues  (plus  a 7 percent  cost 
increase)  would  indicate  that 
approximately  $125,000  will  be 
realized. 

Salaries  (Admin., 
drivers,  mechanics 
servicers,  craft) 

11,017,500 

10,716,674 

The  current  rate  of  salary 
expenditures  (plus  a 7 percent 
increase)  would  produce  a level 
of  expenditure  which  is 
$300,826  less  than  the  amount 
budgeted. 

Fringe  Benefits 

3,144,600 

3,072,000 

Our  review  of  staffing  levels 
indicates  that  fringe  benefits 
are  overbudgeted  by  $72,600. 
(This  is  net  of  budgeted  Health 
and  Welfare  increases.) 

Operating  and 
Office  Supplies 

67,400 

45,200 

The  current  rate  of  expenditure 
on  supplies  (plus  10  percent  for 
cost  increases)  would  produce  a 
level  of  expenditure  which  is 
$22,200  less  than  the  amount 
budgeted. 
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FERRY  DIVISION 


Overtime 


Repair  and 
Maintenance 


OPERATING  BUDGET  RECOMMENDATIONS 

Approved 

1979-80 

Item  Budget  Recommendation  Comment 


$198,045  $146,490  The  current  annual  level  of 

expenditure  (plus  a 7 percent 
increase)  would  produce  a level 
of  expenditure  which  is  $51,555 
less  than  the  amount  budgeted. 

447,000  396,400  The  current  level  of 

expenditure  (plus  a 10  percent 
increase)  would  produce  a level 
of  expenditure  which  is  $52,600 
less  than  the  amount 
budgeted.  No  extraordinary 
repair  and  maintenance 
expenditures  from  District 

funds  are  anticipated  during 
1979-80.  (However,  if  the 
District  loses  in  pending 

litigation  with  the 

manufacutrer  of  the  ferries, 
substantial  increases  over  the 

amount  budgeted  for  repair  and 
maintenance  will  be  required  in 
order  to  fund  projects  which 
are  necessary  but  which  are  not 
felt  to  be  the  District's 
responsibility.) 
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BRIDGE  DIVISION 

OPERATING  BUDGET  RECOMMENDATIONS 


Approved 

1979-80 


Item 


Budget  Recommendation 


Comment 


Salaries 


$4,575,100  $4,409,700  The  current  annual  level  of 


expenditure  (plus  a 7 percent 
increase)  would  produce  a level 
of  expenditure  which  is 
$165,400  less  than  the  amount 
budgeted. 


Fringe  Benefits 


$1,194,900  $1,109,400  (This  $85,000  reduction  is  net 


of  budgeted  Health  and  Welfare 
increases.) 


, . . , , » . .c  hi  iiuii-juiui;  mica,  wc  uuuweu  ror  a Ten 

percent  increase  in  purchased  items.  We  believe  that  these  reductions  would  have  no 
negative  impact  on  District  operations. 

...  ty?e  budget  review  that  we  conducted  is  being  increasingly  utilized  in  the 

public  and  private  sectors.  This  type  of  review  is  currently  not  performed  by  District 
statf.  We  have  recommended,  in  another  section  of  this  report,  that  the  District  create 
a Division  of  Planning  and  Policy  Analysis  which  would  be  given  some  budget  review 
functions  as  well  as  responsibilities  for  conducting  planning  studies  and  policy  studies 
requested  by  the  General  Manager.  Such  a review  of  requested  operating  budgets  can 
annually  identify  areas  from  which  substantial  savings  can  be  realized  without  neqatively 
affecting  services.  7 

CONCLUSIONS 

An  annual  review  of  District  operating  budgets  can  identify  substantial 
savings  without  reducing  level  of  services. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

We  recommend  that  the  GGBHTD: 

-Revise  division  operating  budgets  as  indicated  in  this  section. 

-Provide  for  an  annual  review  of  operating  budgets  during  the  budqet 
formulation  process. 


'District  personnel  have  stated  that  the  1978-79  experience  is  not  representaitve. 
However,  the  vacancy  levels  that  we  have  used  are  in  the  range  of  two  percent  to  three 
percent  which  is  consistent  with  the  experience  of  other  public  sector  agencies. 
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SAVINGS/BENEFITS 


Based  on  our  review  of  the  1979-80  District  operating  and  capital  budgets, 
we  estimate  that  implementation  of  our  recommendations  could  save 
approximately  $1  million  from  the  sums  authorized  for  District  operations.  By 
developing  a capability  to  make  such  reviews  on  an  annual  basis,  the  Board  of 
Directors  could  be  assured  that  authorized  budgets  do  not  contain  unnecessary 
expense  items. 
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THE  BUS  AND  FERRY  FUEL  BUDGETS  FOR 
THE  1979-80  FISCAL  YEAR  ARE  BASED  ON 
AN  ESTIMATED  COST  OF  $.75  PER 
GALLON  FOR  DIESEL  FUEL.  DUE  TO  THE 
PRESENT  $.70  PER  GALLON  COST  AND 
THE  EXPECTED  RISE  IN  FUEL  COST,  WE 
ESTIMATE  THAT  THE  DIVISIONS  HAVE 
UNDERBUDGETED  FUEL  ITEMS  BY 
$190,300. 

The  GGBHTD  utilizes  diesel  fuel  to  operate  the  Bus  Division's  258  buses,  the  Ferry 
Division's  three  Avco  Lycoming  gas  turbine  engine  Larkspur  ferries,  and  one  Caterpillar 
diesel  engine  Sausalito  ferry.  The  fuel  budgets  for  the  Bus  and  Ferry  fleets  in  the  FY  78- 
79  and  the  FY  79-80  are  as  follows: 


Annual  Fuel  Consumption  in  Gallons 


1978-79 


1979-80 


Consumption 

1.740.0001 
($.432  per  gallon) 

2.604.0001 
($.423  per  gallon) 


Budget 

$751,300 

1,101,700 


Bus 
Ferry 

* Figures  obtained  from  Bus  and  Ferry  Division  Administrative  Assistants 
2Consumption  figures  derived  by  computing  $.75  per  gallon  cost  for  diesel  fuel. 


Estimated 
Consumption 

1,765,8662 
($.75  per  gallon) 
2,039,0662 
($.75  per  gallon) 


""Budget 

Cost 

$1,324,400 
1 ,529,300 


In  the  1978-79  fiscal  year,  the  Bus  and  Ferry  Divisions  budgeted  for  fuel  at  a rate 
of  approximately  $.42  - $.43  per  gallon.  The  actual  cost  of  fuel  was  slightly  below  the 
estimated  rate  ($.40-$.42  per  gallon).  In  the  1979-80  fiscal  year,  however,  the  Bus  and 
Ferry  Divisions  have  budgeted  $.75  per  gallon  for  fuel.  The  Bus  and  Ferry  divisions  were 
paying  over  $.70  per  gallon  for  diesel  fuel  at  the  end  of  June,  1979. 


A survey  of  local  transit  agencies  indicates  that  AC  Transit,  Sam  Trans  and  Santa 
Clara  Transit  estimate  that  diesel  fuel  costs  will  range  from  $.85  to  $.95  per  gallon 
within  the  next  12  months.  We  recommend  that  the  GGBHTD  reconsider  their  fuel 
budget  in  order  to  provide  a more  realistic  estimate  of  diesel  fuel  cost  in  the  FY  79-80 
budget. 


CONCLUSION 


The  District  has  budgeted  diesel  fuel  costs  at  $.75  per  gallon  for  the  1979- 
80  fiscal  year.  Given  recent  fuel  price  increases,  this  amount  appears  to  be  low. 

RECOMMENDATION 


We  recommend  that  the  two  transit  divisions  revise  their  fuel  budgets  to 
reflect  an  average  cost  of  at  least  $.80  per  gallon  for  diesel  fuel.  A revised  fuel 
budget  at  the  recommended  rate  would  be: 
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Approved 

1979-80 

Budget 

Recommended 

Budget 

Additional 
Funds  Requested 

Bus 

$1,324,400 

$1,412,700 

$ 88,300 

Ferry 

1 ,529,300 

1 ,63 1 ,300 

102,000 

Total 

$2,853,700 

$3,044,000 

$190,300 

These  figures  indicate  a total  of  $190,300  should  be  added  to  fuel  items  in  the  District 
budgets. 

BENEFIT 


Implementation  of  our  recommendation  will  provide  a more  realistic 
indication  of  the  Bus  and  Ferry  Divisions'  expected  fuel  expenditures  in  the  1979- 
80  fiscal  year. 
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THE  GGBHTD  COULD  SAVE 
APPROXIMATELY  $25,000  BY 
COMBINING  THE  DREDGING  AHD 
EXPANSION  OF  THE  LARKSPUR 
FERRY  CHATTEL  AND  DOCKING 
BASIN. 


In  response  to  a Bay  Conservation  and  Development  Commission  concern 
regarding  maintenance  dredging  attendant  to  the  operation  of  the  Larkspur  ferry 
terminal,  the  District  has  established  a fund  for  the  sole  purpose  of  paying  for  such 
dredging.  This  fund  currently  contains  $437,500. 

At  present,  the  District  is  conducting  a series  of  detailed  soundings  to  determine 
if  the  channel  and  docking  basin  will  require  dredging  during  the  1979-80  fiscal  year.  If 
these  soundings  indicate  a need  for  such  work,  a contract  will  be  let  for  performance  of 
these  services.  It  is  possible,  however,  that  the  Army  Corp  of  Engineers  will  assume  the 
responsibility  for  this  project. 

A related  project,  though  lower  in  priority,  is  the  expansion  (through  dredging)  of 
the  Larkspur  docking  basin.  This  expansion  would  allow  ferries  to  turn  around  in  the 
basin,  rather  than  back  down  the  channel,  thereby  reducing  travel  time  by  approximately 
two  minutes  and  increasing  navigational  safety.  Although  the  District  has  no  definite 
plans  to  perform  this  work,  it  should  be  noted  that  it  would  be  less  expensive  and  less 
disruptive  to  the  environment  to  expand  the  basin  at  the  same  time  the  channel  is 
dredged,  rather  than  to  perform  these  tasks  under  two  separate  contracts.  The  cost 
difference,  (estimated  at  a minimum  of  $25,000)  is  primarily  due  to  equipment 
mobilization  (or  set-up)  costs  and  a lower  unit  cost  than  would  be  available  for  a smaller 
project. 

CONCLUSION 

The  GGBHTD  could  reduce  environmental  disruption  and  save 

approximately  $25,000  by  combining  two  proposed  capital  projects. 

RECOMMENDATION 


Assuming  that  the  District  will  expand  the  basin  within  the  next  several 
years,  it  is  recommended  that  this  expansion  be  performed  in  conjunction  with 
channel  dredging.  It  is  further  recommended  that  this  joint  project  be  delayed  as 
long  as  possible  (this  is  primarily  contingent  on  the  results  of  the  channel 
soundings)  so 

that  the  District  can  further  pursue  its  effort  to  have  the  Army  Corp  of  Engineers 
assume  some  or  all  of  dredging  costs  and  responsibilities. 

SAVINGS/BENEFIT 


Implementation  of  this  recommendation  would  result  in  a minimum  onetime 
savings  of  $25,000  and  reduce  adverse  effects  on  the  surrounding  environment. 
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THE  EXISTING  GGBHTD  PURCHASING 
AND  STOREKEEPING  FUNCTIONS  ARE 
OFTEN  DUPLICATIVE  AND  FRAG- 
MENTARY. POLICIES,  PROCEDURES,  AND 
LINES  OF  AUTHORITY  ARE  UNCLEAR 
AND  DO  NOT  ASSURE  EFFECTIVE 
INTERNAL  CONTROL  OVER  PURCHASING 
PRACTICES. 

Some  District  purchasing  and  inventory  practices  are  fragmentary  and 
duplicative.  There  is  poor  communication  between  Central  purchasing  and  Division 
buying,  and  a lack  of  coordination  between  Division  buying  and  Central  Storekeeping. 

Duplicative  and  Fragmentary  Purchasing  Practices 

In  examining  District-wide  purchasing  practices,  we  found  that  the  District 
divisions  order  and  purchase  diesel  fuel  and  gasoline  independently  of  one  another  from 
different  distributors  at  differing  prices.  The  Ferry  Division,  for  example,  purchased 
diesel  fuel  for  .5£  to  2.3£  more  per  gallon  than  the  bus  Division  in  ten  out  of  twelve 
months  in  the  1978-79  fiscal  year.  The  District  Division  purchased  diesel  fuel  for  .4£  to 
8.6£  more  per  gallon  than  the  price  paid  by  the  Bus  Division  in  the  twelve  months  of  the 
1978-79  fiscal  year.  A total  of  $23,000  could  have  been  saved  if  the  Ferry  and  District 
Divisions  had  been  able  to  obtain  prices  that  were  comparable  to  those  obtained  by  the 
Bus  Division. 

We  recognize  that  the  amount  of  fuel  delivered  and  the  location  of  delivery 
affects  the  price  of  fuel.  Also,  the  Ferry  Division  purchases  a slightly  higher  quality  of 
fuel  for  the  gas  turbine  ferry  engines  than  that  used  by  the  Bus  Division.  However,  we 
maintain  that  some  cost  savings  would  be  realized  if  the  Bus  Division  Buyer  ordered  and 
purchased  fuel  for  all  District  Divisions.  We  do  not  contend  that  the  Ferry  Division  or 
District  Division  buyers  do  not  obtain  competitive  and  reasonable  bids  on  their  fuel 
purchases.  However,  the  Bus  Division  buyer  is  actively  involved  in  the  fuel  bidding 
procedures  of  the  Regional  Transportation  Association,  and  has  established  Bay  Area 
recognition  in  the  bidder's  conferences  among  public  transit  agencies  and  fuel 
distributors.  It  would  be  beneficial  to  the  District  if  the  other  divisions  took  advantage 
of  this  District  resource. 

Other  examples  of  duplication  or  fragmentary  purchasing  practices  were  found  in 
the  Bus  Division  and  District  Division.  The  staff  of  the  Bus  Division  includes  a Timetable 
Mileage  Clerk  who  is  responsible  for  maintaining  and  tabulating  data  on  bus  routes.  The 
position  currently  includes  the  purchasing  function  of  buying  in-house  stationery  and 
forms  for  the  Bus  Division,  researching  and  obtaining  bids  for  the  purchase  of  a 
duplicating  machine  and  writing  specifications  for  bus  operator  uniforms.  In  our 
classification  survey  of  District  personnel,  we  found  a Clerk  Typist  II  position  which  is 
also  performing  a buyer  function  in  the  Bus  Division.  We  would  suggest  that  the 
employee  in  this  position  assume  the  function  of  buying  and  obtaining  bids  on  supply 
items,  other  than  fuel,  purchased  for  the  Bus  Division. 

In  the  District  Division,  the  Mail  Room  Supervisor  is  responsible  for  purchasing 
printing  supplies  and  routine  office  products  such  as  envelopes,  in-house  stationery,  pens, 
pencils  and  similar  items.  We  suggest  that  this  responsibility  be  assumed  by  the  District 
buyer,  who  is  responsible  for  all  other  purchases  for  District  and  Bridge  Divisions,  in 
order  to  reduce  fragmentation  and  maintain  continuity  of  purchasing  practices. 
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Policies,  Procedures,  and  Lines  of  Authority 

The  GGBHTD  Purchasing  Manual  outlines  policies,  procedures,  and  lines  of 
authority  for  District  purchases.  For  purchases  that  are  made  without  Federal 
assistance,  these  policy  and  procedure  guidelines  do  not  specify  if  the  Division  Buyers  are 
required  to  obtain  formal  or  informal  bids  on  requisitioned  items  of  less  than  $5,000.  In 
practice,  the  Division  Buyers  often  receive  both  formal  and  informal  bids.  However,  the 
District  Purchaser  cannot  verify  that  the  requisitioned  items  are  the  most  economical 
available  because  documentation  of  the  bidding  process  does  not  routinely  accompany  the 
requisition  that  is  forwarded  to  the  Purchaser  for  approval.  Consequently,  the  District 
Purchaser's  responsibilities  are  reduced  to  clerical  functions  which  include  providing 
purchase  order  numbers,  checking  arithmetic  calculations,  and  forwarding  requisitions 
for  typing  so  that  they  may  be  signed  by  the  General  Manager. 

The  Bus  Division  does  not  maintain  a large  inventory  of  specialized  parts  that  are 
needed  on  a daily  basis.  The  Purchaser  issues  the  Bus  Division  Buyer  blocks  of 
"confirming  purchase  order  numbers"  which  the  Division  Buyer  and  Bus  Division  Manager 
(who  signs  ail  requisitions)  use  to  make  purchases  without  prior  approval  or  verification 
from  the  District  Purchaser.  The  Ferry  Division  Buyer  does  not  receive  blocks  of 
confirming  purchase  order  numbers  from  the  Purchaser  on  a regular  basis,  but  instead, 
may  obtain  a confirming  purchase  order  number  over  the  telephone.  We  recognize  that 
due  to  the  lack  of  storage  facilities,  this  practice  should  be  available  to  the  transit 
divisions  for  emergency  purchases  of  specialized  parts  that  are  needed  immediately. 
However,  these  procedures  should  be  uniform  and  justified  to  the  District  Purchaser. 

In  our  interviews  with  the  Supervisor  of  District  Stores  and  with  the  Division 
Buyers,  we  found  that  little  coordination  exists  between  District  purchasing  practices 
and  storekeeping.  As  noted  above,  the  Bus  Division  purchases  numerous  items  from 
confirming  purchase  order  numbers,  and  the  Ferry  Division  Buyer  can  obtain  purchase 
order  numbers  over  the  phone.  Also,  various  supplies  are  routinely  listed  on  a requisition 
without  a description  or  an  itemization.  Because  of  these  practices,  neither  the  District 
Purchaser  nor  the  Supervisor  of  Stores  can  determine  if  the  items  to  be  purchased  are 
already  in  stock,  or  if  a better  price  could  be  obtained  through  the  State  of  California 
Department  of  General  Services.  We  were  advised  that  the  following  items  have  been 
purchased  by  Division  buyers  when  similar  items  were  already  in  stock,  or  could  have 
been  purchased  through  the  State  of  California  at  a lower  price:  garbage  cans,  tires, 
office  furniture  and  equipment,  handtools,  nuts  and  bolts,  stationery,  and  janitorial 
products. 

The  District  is  planning  to  build  a larger  storage  facility  at  the  San  Rafael 
headquarters.  Better  storage  facilities  will  enable  division  buyers  to  make  bulk 
purchases  and  thereby  obtain  better  prices  for  merchandise.  With  enlarged  storage 
facilities,  centralized  coordination  between  buying  and  storekeeping  and  better  internal 
controls  on  the  purchasing  function  will  become  even  more  essential. 

CONCLUSION 


The  GGBHTD  purchasing  policies  and  practices  are  not  clearly  defined  in 
the  following  areas:  bidding  procedures  for  requisitioned  items,  buying  functions 
of  District  personnel,  District  Purchaser  responsibility  to  monitor  and  evaluate 
purchasing  procedures  and  adherence  to  policies,  and  coordination  with  District 
Stores  to  determine  if  requisitioned  items  are  in  stock  or  could  be  purchased 
through  the  State  of  California  at  a lower  price. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 


We  recommend  that  the  Board  of  Directors: 

Instruct  the  General  Manager  to  revise  purchasing  policies  to  include 
regulations  on  bidding  procedures  and  documentation  of  the  bidding  process 
on  all  requisitions; 

Instruct  the  District  Purchaser  to  monitor  and  evaluate  District  buying 
practices  by  evaluating  the  bidding  process,  evaluating  the  possibility  of 
availability  of  items  in  other  divisions  or  the  availability  of  substitutes  and 
reviewing  the  "confirmation  purchase  orders"  on  a regular  basis  to  insure 
that  only  emergency  purchases  are  made  in  this  manner. 

Delegate  the  responsibility  of  purchasing  all  fuel  and  fuel  products  to  the 
Bus  Division  Buyer,  and  delegate  all  purchase  of  routine  office  stationery 
and  supplies,  duplicating  machines,  and  bus  operator  uniforms  to  a Division 
Buyer  or  Buyer  Assistant. 

BENEFIT 


Implementation  of  our  recommendations  will  provide  better  personnel 
utilization,  consolidate  the  fuel  purchase  function,  provide  better  internal  control 
for  evaluating  and  monitoring  the  bidding  process  and  reduce  the  incidence  of 
purchasing  items  that  are  already  in  stock  or  available  at  cheaper  prices  through 
the  State  of  California. 
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THE  GGBHTD  DOES  NOT  MAINTAIN 
DISTRICT-WIDE  COST  CONTROLS  OF 
NON-REVENUE  VEHICLES.  VEHICLE 
POOLING,  FUELING  FROM  DISTRICT 
PUMPS  AND  LIMITING  24  HOURS  USAGE 
WOULD  PROVIDE  APPROXIMATE  ANNUAL 
SAVINGS  OF  $7,400  AND  A ONE-TIME 
SAVINGS  OF  $25,000. 

The  Golden  Gate  Bridge,  Highway  and  Transportation  District  currently  maintains 
33  autos,  23  pick-up  trucks,  and  three  vans.  These  vehicles  are  assigned  by  the  General 
Manager  to  staff  members  or  departments  under  Board  Resolution  7786.  Eighteen  of  the 
33  passenger  vehicles  are  authorized  by  the  Board  of  Directors  to  be  used  on  a 24  hour 
basis  as  needed  for  District-related  functions.!  The  remaining  vehicles  are  assigned  to 
District  divisions  or  departments  to  be  used  for  District-related  functions  during  work 
hours. 


In  examining  the  current  policies  and  procedures  regarding  the  use  of  these 
vehicles,  we  have  determined  that  additional  pooling  of  vehicles  would  promote  more 
efficient  vehicle  usage  and  enable  the  District  to  reduce  the  size  of  the  vehicle  fleet. 
We  have  also  determined  that  the  GGBHTD  does  not  maintain  District-wide  cost  controls 
of  non-revenue  vehicles  in  the  following  areas:  distribution  of  gasoline  credit  cards, 

fueling  policies,  24  hour  usage  (take-home  policy),  and  documentation  of  vehicle  usage. 

We  found  that: 

Of  the  59  non-revenue  vehicles  (passenger  cars  and  trucks)  owned  and 
operated  by  the  GGBHTD,  four  autos  and  one  pick-up  truck  are  not  needed 
to  maintain  the  current  level  of  District  services. 

The  District  policy  of  assigning  vehicles  to  individuals  limits  the  potential 
for  pooling  District  vehicles. 

There  is  no  District  procedure  for  documenting  usage  of  non-revenue 
vehicles. 

Employees  who  rarely  have  work  assignments  outside  of  regular  working 
hours  drive  District  vehicles  to  and  from  work. 

District  employees  use  District  credit  cards  to  purchase  gas  from  gas 
stations  in  Marin  County  and  San  Francisco  County  rather  than  fuel  at 
District  pumps. 

The  Bridge  and  District  Divisions  pay  $.08  - $.17  more  per  gallon  for  gasoline 
than  the  Bus  Division  pays. 


^The  General  Manager  has  recently  directed  that  the  number  of  employees  allowed  to 
use  District  vehicles  on  a 24-hour  basis  be  reduced  from  18  to  ten. 
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We  reviewed  the  assignment  and  use  of  each  District  non-revenue  vehicle.  This 
review  showed  that  many  of  these  vehicles  are  substantially  under-utilized.  By 
additional  pooling  of  vehicles,  four  passenger  cars  and  one  pick-up  truck  could  be 
eliminated  from  the  District  fleet  without  reducing  vehicle  availability  (based  on  current 
use  patterns).  The  vehicles  which  could  be  eliminated  are  as  follows: 

I auto  - Planning  and  Research 

I pick-up  truck  - Auditor-Controller 

1 auto  - District  Engineer 

2 autos  - District  Pool 

In  order  to  make  these  deletions,  two  vehicles  could  be  eliminated  from  the  District  pool. 
The  auto  assigned  to  the  Marketing  Director  should  also  be  made  available  to  the 
Department  of  Planning  and  Research;  delivery  responsibilities  now  assigned  to  the 
Office  of  the  Auditor-Controller  should  be  made  in  pick-up  trucks  and  vans  assigned  to 
the  District  Pool.  Vans  #55  and  #40  could  be  available  during  work  hours  when  a vehicle 
is  needed  to  deliver  commute  passes.  If  the  three  autos  assigned  to  the  District  Engineer 
were  pooled,  one  vehicle  could  be  eliminated  from  the  fleet  following  completion  of  the 
Santa  Rosa  roofing  project.  The  General  Manager  has  already  recommended  that  three 
of  these  vehicles  be  eliminated  from  the  fleet.  We  believe  that  these  vehicles  need  not 
be  sold  but  rather  should  be  used  in  place  of  future  replacement  passenger  vehicles.  Five 
replacement  vehicles  need  not  be  purchased  if  the  surplus  vehicles  that  we  have 
identified  are  reassigned  to  the  departments  scheduled  to  receive  replacement  vehicles. 

We  reviewed  the  District  policies  regarding  purchase  of  fuel  for  its  passenger 
cars,  trucks  and  vans.  Fuel  is  available  for  these  vehicles  from  pumps  operated  by  the 
District  at  the  Toll  Plaza,  and  the  San  Rafael  Bus  Division  headquarters.  Fuel  obtained 
from  these  facilities  is  approximately  15  percent  less  expensive  than  fuel  purchased  from 
service  stations  because  the  District  purchases  fuel  at  wholesale  rates.  According  to  the 
General  Manager,  District  vehicles  are  to  be  refueled  at  District  pumps  whenever 
possible.  In  cases  where  refueling  at  District  pumps  is  not  possible,  District  employees 
have  access  to  District  gasoline  credit  cards.  These  credit  cards  are  issued  to  District 
employees  who  routinely  utilize  District  vehicles.  We  reviewed  the  receipts  for  gasoline 
purchased  from  July,  1978  through  May,  1979  on  District  credit  cards  and  found  that  99 
percent  of  the  purchases  were  from  stations  in  San  Francisco,  Marin  and  Alameda 
Counties  which  indicate  that  fueling  at  District  pumps  should  have  been  possible.  We 
estimate  that  if  all  local  refueling  of  District  vehicles  were  done  at  District  pumps,  the 
District  could  save  approximately  $2,000  annually  in  fuel  costs. 

We  examined  the  gasoline  purchase  practices  of  the  District's  four  divisions.  We 
found  that  the  divisions  pay  different  rates  for  unleaded  gasoline.  For  example,  the  price 
paid  by  the  Bridge  and  District  Divisions  is  between  $.08  and  $.17  more  per  gallon  than 
the  price  paid  by  the  Bus  Division.  If  all  gasoline  purchased  by  the  District  were 
obtained  at  the  rate  paid  by  the  Bus  Division,  the  District  could  save  approximately  $500 
annually  in  gasoline  costs. 

We  examined  the  vehicle  use  policy  of  the  District.  We  found  that  some 
employees  drive  District  vehicles  home  when  no  need  exists  to  work  outside  of  regular 
working  hours.  We  estimate  that  the  commute  mileage  to  and  from  home  driven  by 
District  employees  in  District  vehicles  totals  approximately  95,000  miles  annually  at  a 
cost  to  the  District  of  approximately  $4,300  for  gasoline  and  for  maintenance.  This 
mileage  is  equivalent  to  one  replacement  vehicle  each  year. 
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There  is  no  District  procedure  for  logging  or  documenting  destination  and  usage  of 
District  vehicles.  Although  a few  departments  independently  have  established  this 
procedure,  most  departments  have  not  implemented  any  internal  controls  on  use  of 
District  vehicles.  A procedure  for  maintaining  a vehicle  log  should  be  implemented  to 
assure  that  vehicles  are  used  strictly  for  District  business  and  that  employees  return 
District  vehicles  promptly  so  that  other  District  personnel  may  use  them. 

The  General  Manager  recently  directed  that  the  District's  non-revenue  vehicle 
fleet  be  reduced  by  three  vehicles,  that  the  24-hour  use  policy  be  revised  to  include  ten 
rather  than  18  employees,  that  District  vehicles  be  fueled  at  District  pumps  whenever 
possible,  and  that  employees  who  are  not  covered  by  the  24-hour  use  policy  maintain  a 
log  on  usage  of  District  vehicles  during  non-work  hours.  These  directives,  should  help 
correct  the  deficiencies  in  District  vehicle  use  that  we  have  identified. 

CONCLUSION 


The  GGBHTD  operates  and  maintains  a larger  inventory  of  non-revenue 
vehicles  than  actually  needed.  The  District  also  lacks  effective  controls  for 
regulating  vehicle  usage,  vehicle  pooling,  fueling  at  District  pumps,  and  for 
limiting  24-hour  usage.  Effective  controls  in  these  areas  would  decrease 
operational  costs,  and  reduce  the  size  of  the  non-revenue  vehicle  fleet. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 


In  order  to  further  reduce  the  cost  and  increase  the  efficiency  of  the  District's 
non-revenue  vehicle  fleet,  we  recommend  that  GGBHTD: 

Establish  a vehicle  pool  for  all  non-revenue  vehicles  and  discontinue  the 
current  practice  of  assigning  vehicles  to  individual  employees  with  the 
exception  of  the  General  Manager  and  the  Division  Managers. 

Eliminate  one  passenger  vehicle  from  the  Planning  and  Research 
Department,  one  1/2  ton  pick-up  truck  from  the  Auditor-Controller's  office, 
two  vehicles  currently  assigned  to  the  District  pool,  and  one  vehicle  assigned 
to  the  Engineering  Department,  and  reassign  these  vehicles  to  departments 
that  have  approval  for  replacement  of  vehicles  in  the  1979-80  fiscal  year  or 
in  subsequent  years. 

Require  each  employee  to  specifically  justify  each  use  of  District  oil 
company  credit  cards  and  withdraw  cards  from  any  employee  if  abuse 
occurs. 

Require  all  employees  to  utilize  District  pumps  and  allow  no  private  gasoline 
station  to  be  used  in  the  Marin-San  Francisco  area  to  fuel  District  vehicles. 
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Amend  the  District  resolution  allowing  24-hour  use  of  District  vehicles  so 
that  only  the  following  employees  would  be  covered  by  this  policy: 

General  Manager 
Division  Managers 
Engineer 
Chief  of  Security 

Bus  Transportation  Superintendent 
Ferry  Operations  Superintendent 

Reimburse  those  employees  on  24-hour  call  who  are  needed  for  emergencies 
during  non-work  hours  $.18  per  mile  for  driving  their  personal  vehicles  to  the 
destination  where  assistance  is  required. 

Require  that  all  employees  driving  District  vehicles  log  the  destination  and 
purpose  of  vehicle  usage  on  a regular  basis,  and  that  Division  Managers 
review  the  logs  periodically  to  assure  appropriate  vehicle  usage. 

Centralize  gasoline  purchases  to  take  advantage  of  the  lower  rate  currently 
available  to  the  Bus  Division. 

SAVINGS/BENEFIT 


Implementation  of  these  recommendations  would  provide  approximately 
$7,400  in  annual  savings  and  $25,000  in  one-time  savings  to  the  District  as  follows: 

Annual  Savings 


Centralize  gasoline  purchasing  $ 500 

Obtain  gas  from  District  pumps  $2,000 

Discontinue  commuting  in 

District  vehicles  ($4,280  gas  + 

$ 1 ,615  maintenance)  $2,900 

Reimburse  employees  who  must 
respond  to  emergencies  in 

private  vehicles.  $ (500)1 

Delete  replacement  vehicle 

due  to  mileage  reduction  by 

District  vehicles  $2,500 


Total  $7,400 


One-time  Savings 

Delete  five  replacement 
vehicles  from  future 

budgets  $25,000 


In  addition  to  these  savings,  the  implementation  of  our  recommendations  would 
provide  the  District  with  better  management  control  and  more  efficient  utilization  of  its 
non-revenue  vehicle  fleet. 


Assumes  50  miles  per  month  for  each  of  t@  personnel. 

94 


SECTION  6: 


Organizational  Issues 

District  Organization 
Board  Procedures  and 
Committee  Structure 
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. 


THE  ORGANIZATIONAL  STRUCTURE  OF 
THE  GGBHTD  HAS  RESULTED  IN 

DUPLICATION  AND  INEFFICIENCY.  A 
REVISED  ORGANIZATIONAL  STRUCTURE 
WILL  INCREASE  THE  EFFICIENCY  OF 
DISTRICT  OPERATIONS  BY  CLARIFYING 
RESPONSIBILITIES. 

Under  the  current  organizational  structure  of  the  GGBHTD,  staff  responsibility 
and  accountability  is  unclear  and  in  some  instances  overlapping.  Five  top  management 
and  staff  positions  report  directly  to  the  Board  of  Directors.  These  positions  are  the 
General  Manager,  the  Auditor-Controller,  the  District  Secretary,  the  Attorney  and  the 
Engineer.  For  specific  information,  the  Directors  also  turn  to  department  and  division 
heads.  Information  provided  is,  at  times,  inconsistent  or  incomplete.  Directors  have 
expressed  frustration  over  the  manner  in  which  information  is  provided. 

This  existing  organizational  structure  has  led  to  duplication  and  overlap  in  District 
transit  services,  inconsistent  purchasing  practices,  inadequate  personnel  practices,  a lack 
of  budgetary  control,  inefficient  deployment  of  District  personnel,  and  a lack  of 
adequate  analysis  of  District  policies,  programs  and  budgets.  These  specific  problems 
have  been  discussed  separately  in  other  sections  of  this  report  which  include  specific 
recommendations  for  corrective  action.  We  believe,  however,  that  these  individual 
problems  are  symptomatic  of  a larger  organizational  problem  where  divided 
responsibilities  work  against  the  efficient  operation  of  the  District. 

As  a solution  to  the  organizational  problem  of  unclear  and  overlapping 
responsibilities,  we  suggest  a major  reorganization  of  the  District  (see  Attachment  III  for 
a proposed  organization  chart).  Our  proposed  organizational  plan  includes  two  major 
operating  departments  (Transit  Operations,  Bridge  Operations)  and  five  staff  divisions 
(Policy  and  Program  Analysis,  Engineering,  Personnel,  Financial  Affairs  and  Security). 
These  two  departments  and  five  divisions  would  report  directly  to  the  General  Manager 
who  would  be  responsible  to  the  Board  of  Directors  for  the  general  operation  of  the 
entire  District. 

Also  reporting  to  the  Board  of  Directors  would  be  the  District  Secretary,  the 
Attorney,  and  the  District  Auditor  as  provided  by  State  law.  The  District  Secretary  and 
Attorney  would  retain  the  functions  currently  held  by  those  positions.  The  District 
Auditor  would  conduct  the  annual  audit  of  the  District's  financial  records  and  would  also 
establish  and  periodically  review  the  accounting  system  used  by  the  District's  Financial 
Affairs  Division.  (This  latter  function  assigned  to  the  District  Auditor  is  somewhat 
cumbersome,  but  is  specifically  required  by  State  law.)  The  function  of  District  Auditor 
could  be  performed  either  through  a contract  with  a private  firm  or  through  an  appointed 
staff.  The  present  Auditor-Controller  and  the  Engineer  would  report  directly  to  the 
General  Manager. 

The  Department  of  Bridge  Operations  would  have  the  same  functions  that  are 
currently  held  by  the  Bridge  Division.  The  Department  of  Transit  Operations  would 
■assume  the  transit  functions  currently  assigned  to  the  Bus  and  Ferry  divisions,  the 
Department  of  Special  Projects  and  the  Marketing  Division.  The  purpose  of  this 
consolidation  would  be  to  improve  the  coordination  of  transit  services  provided  by  the 
District.  Under  this  revised  organization,  the  services  provided  by  all  District  transit 
modes  would  be  integrated  into  a unified  transit  system. 
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Under  a unified  Transit  Department,  scheduling  decisions  would  be  based  on 
service  availability  of  all  District  transit  modes.  Such  a broader  view  would  facilitate  a 
reduction  in  the  duplicative  service  currently  provided  by  the  District  over  the  same 
routes.  In  addition,  the  lack  of  coordination  between  Route  No.  I in  Marin  County  (which 
stops  at  the  Larkspur  Ferry  Terminal)  and  the  departure  and  arrival  times  of  the  ferry 
could  be  addressed  more  easily  by  a unified  scheduling  operation. 

Under  a unified  Transit  Department,  a marketing  program  could  be  developed  with 
a District-wide  focus.  Currently,  the  marketing  program  tends  to  focus  on  separate 
divisions  with  particular  emphasis  on  promoting  District  ferry  service.  Under  a unified 
Transit  Department,  a marketing  program  could  be  used  to  promote  District  transit 
services  in  general,  rather  than  promoting  one  division  at  the  expense  of  another, 
because  all  District  transit  modes  would  be  unified  into  one  transit  system. 

Under  a unified  Transit  Department,  purchasing  and  storekeeping  could  be 
combined.  Currently,  the  Bus  and  Ferry  Divisions  purchase  and  store  supplies 
separately.  We  have  found  instances  where  the  same  types  of  supplies  were  purchased  by 
the  two  divisions  at  different  prices  from  different  vendors.  If  purchasing  were 
consolidated,  the  lower  prices  currently  available  to  one  division  could  be  made  available 
to  the  entire  transit  department. 

Under  a unified  Transit  Department,  the  maintenance  function  could  also  be 
consolidated.  Currently,  the  Bus  Division  maintains  District  buses  and  non-revenue 
vehicles  assigned  to  the  Bus  Division,  the  Ferry  Division,  Marketing,  Planning  and 
Research,  and  the  Special  Projects  Department.  The  Ferry  Division  maintains  the  diesel 
and  gas  turbine  marine  engines  on  the  ferries  as  well  as  the  ferry  hulls  and  cabins.  The 
District  vans  are  maintained  under  a private  maintenance  contract  because  the  vans  are 
still  under  warranty.  Thus,  with  the  exception  of  the  marine  engines,  ferry  hulls  and 
cabins  and  the  District  vans,  the  vehicle  transit  maintenance  function  is  already 
unified.  As  the  warranty  expires  on  District  vans  and  if  the  District  decides  to  convert 
the  gas  turbine  ferry  engines  to  diesel  engines,  a further  consolidation  would  be 
appropriate  in  order  to  take  advantage  of  existing  maintenance  facilities.  Transit 
facilities,  which  are  now  maintained  separately  by  the  transit  divisions  could  also  be 
maintained  by  a unified  Transit  Department. 

In  addition  to  the  creation  of  a Department  of  Transit  Operations  and  a 
Department  of  Bridge  Operations,  our  proposed  reorganization  of  the  GGBHTD  would 
include  five  staff  divisions.  One  of  these  divisions,  engineering,  would  retain  essentially 
the  same  functions  that  it  now  has.  The  functions  of  the  other  four  divisions  (Planning 
and  Policy  Analysis,  Financial  Affairs,  Personnel  and  Security)  have  been  discussed  in 
separate  sections  of  this  report.  All  of  these  divisions  would  report  directly  to  the 
General  Manager  and  provide  staff  services  to  the  General  Manager.  The  Board  of 
Directors  would  then  be  able  to  hold  the  General  Manager  responsible  for  all  District 
operations.  Such  an  arrangement  would  clarify  reporting  relationships  and  would  fix 
responsibility  and  accountability  of  District  staff. 

The  consolidation  of  District  transit  operations  into  a unified  transit  department 
would  allow  for  greater  efficiency  in  the  utilization  of  management  positions. 
Specifically,  under  a unified  transit  department,  five  currently-authorized  managerial 
and  supervisory  positions  and  one  currently-authorized  clerical  position  would  not  be 
needed.  These  positions  are  as  follows: 
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Position 


Approximate 

Salary 


I Transit  Manager 
I Administrative  Assistant 
I Transit  Operations  Superintendent 
I Division  Buyer 
I Executive  Secretary 


$41,000 

27.000 

28.000 
20,000 
13,000 


Total  salaries 
Fringe  Benefits  (@  22%) 


129,000 

28,400 

$157,400 


Total 


With  the  elimination  of  these  positions,  a consolidated  transit  department  would 
still  have  the  following  managerial  staff: 


Position 

I Transit  Manager 
I Administrative  Assistant 
4 Transit  Operations  Supervisors 
I Division  Buyer 
3 Maintenance  Supervisors 
I Executive  Secretary 

1 Marine  Engineer 

2 Schedule  Analysts 


We  recognize  that  the  start-up  of  the  District's  bus  and  ferry  systems  required  a 
considerable  amount  of  intensive  staff  effort.  However,  we  believe  that  the  managerial 
staff  listed  above  would  be  sufficient  to  operate  an  integrated  transit  department  for  the 
District. 

CONCLUSION 

The  District's  current  organizational  structure  inhibits  the  efficient 
operation  of  the  District  by  creating  unclear  and  overlapping  responsibilities  for 
District  staff. 

RECOMMENDATION 

We  recommend  that  the  Board  of  Directors  adopt  the  reorganization  plan 
described  in  this  section  and  shown  in  Attachment  III. 
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SAVINGS/BENEFITS 


Implementation  of  this  recommendation  will  promote  more  efficient 
operation  of  the  District  through  assigning  clear  responsibilities  to  District 
management  personnel,  eliminating  duplicative  District  services  and  establishing 
staff  accountability.  Consolidation  of  all  District  transit  operations  into  one 
unified  transit  department  would  also  allow  for  the  deletion  of  five  currently- 
authorized  managerial  and  supervisory  positions  and  one  currently-authorized 
clerical  position  for  a total  savings  (including  salaries  and  fringe  benefits)  of 
approximately  $157,400  annually. 
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PROCEDURAL  CHANGES  IN  THE 
OPERATIONS  OF  THE  BOARD  OF 
DIRECTORS  WOULD  ENHANCE  THE  FLOW 
OF  INFORMATION  AND  IMPROVE  BOARD 
EFFICIENCY. 

Analysis  of  the  composition  and  procedures  of  the  Board  of  Directors  and  its 
constituent  committee  structure  indicates  that  savings  could  be  realized,  the  flow  and 
quality  of  committee  information  enhanced,  and  staff  productivity  increased  if  the 
following  policy  changes  were  adopted: 

Modification  of  the  presentation  of  Board  and  committee  minutes; 

Referral  of  issues  to  only  one  committee; 

Reduction  in  the  number  of  committees  and  members  on  each  committee; 

Revision  of  committee  schedules  to  expedite  delivery  of  committee  reports 

to  all  Board  members; 

Reduction  in  the  attendance  of  staff  members  at  Board  and  committee 

meetings. 

Each  of  these  changes  is  discussed  below. 

Modification  of  Board  and  Committee  Minutes.  At  present,  it  is  often  difficult  to 
understand  the  substance  and  implications  of  various  agenda  items  on  Board  and 
Committee  minutes.  The  primary  problem  is  that  issues  are  not  fully  explained  and  a 
summary  of  the  Directors'  discussion  (wherein  options,  ideas,  suggestions  and  questions 
are  put  forth)  is  not  presented.  As  a result,  it  is  often  difficult  to  determine  the  major 
issues  and  consequences  of  resultant  recommendations  that  are  presented  in  these 
minutes. 

Referral  of  Issues  to  One  Committee.  In  selected  instances,  issues  which  are 
particularly  complex  or  involve  both  program  or  operational  and  financial  policy  are 
referred  to  more  than  one  committee  before  being  reported  to  the  Board.  When  this 
happens,  a large  majority  of  Directors  contribute  to  the  resulting  committee  reports  that 
are  eventually  presented  to  the  Board.  It  is  our  opinion  that  this  is  an  inefficient  process 
and  that  it  defeats  the  purpose  of  the  committee  system,  which  is  to  delegate  the 
responsibility  of  developing  policy  recommendations  to  a sub-group. 

Part  of  this  problem  appears  to  be  jurisdictional.  It  is  not  clear  to  which 
committee  certain  issues  should  be  sent.  Consequently,  they  are  sent  to  more  than  one. 
Although  such  issues  may  validly  impact  two  or  more  policy  areas,  it  is  unnecessary  for 
them  to  be  reviewed  by  more  than  one  committee.  More  time  is  taken  when  this 
occurs.  Moreover,  it  is  unlikely  that  any  policy  matters  are  settled  in  addition  to  those 
that  could  be  resolved  by  the  Board  as  a whole  after  one  committee's  review. 

Reduce  Number  and  Size  of  Committees.  There  are  presently  six  committees, 
ranging  in  size  from  six  to  eleven  Directors,  not  Including  the  President  of  the  Board  who 
is  an  ex  officio  member  on  each.  The  number  of  meetings  held  by  each  committee  varied 
between  6 and  30  during  1978.  These  data  are  presented  in  the  following  table. 
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Committee 

Membership 

Number  of 
1978  Meetings 

Building  and  Operating 

10 

10 

Finance-Auditing 

II 

30 

Insurance 

6 

6 

Public  Information  - 

Governmental  Affairs 

7 

9 

Rules,  Policy  and 

Industrial  Relations 

8 

15 

T ransportation 

9 

10 

Unlike  the  other  committees,  the  Insurance  and  Public  Information  Governmental 
Affairs  (PIGA)  committees  have  relatively  narrow  scopes.  It  would  be  more  appropriate 
to  consolidate  their  responsibilities  with  other,  more  broadly  based  committees. 
Insurance,  for  instance,  could  be  consolidated  with  Finance-Auditing  or  Building  and 
Operating,  while  PIGA  could  be  transferred  to  Rules,  Policy  and  Industrial  Relations. 
Advantages  of  such  transfers  include  a reduction  in  the  number  (and  thus  expense)  of 
committee  meetings  (although  some  meetings  would  last  longer  than  they  currently  do), 
and  fewer  delays  in  Board  action  as  a result  of  issues  being  held  in  committees  which  do 
not  frequently  meet. 

As  noted  above,  the  purpose  of  the  committee  system  is  to  delegate  the 
responsibility  of  developing  recommendations  for  a group  as  a whole.  If  the  sub-group  to 
which  such  responsibility  is  delegated  represents  a significant  portion  of  the  total,  then 
the  value  of  delegation  is  diminished.  Committee  work  becomes  less  efficient  and  more 
expensive.  It  is  our  opinion  that  there  are  too  many  Directors  on  District  Board 
committees.  We  would  suggest  that  the  membership  of  the  District's  committees  be  as 
follows: 


Committee  Membership  * 


Finance-Auditing/Insurance  5 

Rules,  Policy  and  Industrial 

Relations/PIGA  5 

Building  and  Operating  4 

Transportation  4 


I President  of  the  Board  not  included 

Revise  Committee  Schedules.  Under  present  policy,  all  Directors  receive 
committee  agendas  and  staff  working  papers  (i.e.,  inputs)  prior  to  each  committee 
meeting.  They  do  not,  however,  receive  committee  reports  (i.e.,  outputs)  until  the 
subsequent  Board  meeting.  Consequently,  Directors  are  often  unaware  of  committee 
recommendations  and  rationale  behind  these  recommendations  until  the  day  of  the  Board 
meeting,  when  they  are  expected  to  make  decisions  on  them.  This  is  an  undesirable 
procedure  because  Board  members  are  often  placed  in  a decision-making  situation  with 
inadequate  information. 
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The  District  Secretary's  staff  has  stated  that  committee  reports  are  not  sent  to 
Directors  because  they  do  not  have  sufficient  time  to  complete  and  obtain  approval  of 
these  reports  prior  to  the  subsequent  Board  meeting.  This  limitation  could  be  removed  if 
all  committee  meetings  were  scheduled  so  that  they  occurred  at  least  one  week  before 
the  ensuing  Board  meeting.  Under  the  proposed  reduction  in  number  of  committees,  the 
following  schedule  could  be  accommodated: 

Proposed  Committee  Calendar 
Committee  Day  of  Month 


First  Thursday  (morning) 

First  Thursday  (afternoon) 

Third  Thursday  (morning) 

First  and  Third  Friday 
(morning) 

First  and  Third  Friday 
(afternoon) 

Second  and  Fourth  Friday 
(morning) 

Since  some  District  Directors  apparently  are  not  able  to  attend  meetings  on  Monday, 
Tuesday,  or  Wednesday,  afternoon  meetings  must  be  held  in  several  instances  so  that  the 
objective  of  forwarding  committee  reports  to  all  Directors  prior  to  the  subsequent  Board 
meeting  can  be  attained. 

Reduction  in  Staff  Attendance  at  Board  and  Committee  Meetings.  In  FY  1979-80 
District  staff  spent  approximately  1 ,950  hours  (one  statf  year)  attending  Board  and 
committee  meetingsJ  Because  many  staff  members  usually  have  a limited  role  at  these 
meetings,  the  staff  time  expended  seems  excessive.  We  recommend  that  staff 
attendance  be  reduced  to  include  only  essential  personnel.  If  required,  other  staff  could 
be  available  for  testimony  without  excessive  delay.  The  following  table  presents  the 
recommended  required  attendance  at  each  meeting: 


Transportation 
Building  and  Operating 
Rules,  Policy,  and  Industrial 
Relations/PIGA 
Finance-Auditing/Insurance 

Special  Meeting 

Board 


Assumes  two  hours  per  staff  member.  The  estimate  of  1,950  hours  represents  staff 
attendance  noted  on  Board  and  committee  minutes.  Actual  staff  attendance  was 
probably  higher.  The  District  Secretary  has  estimated  2,500  hours. 
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Board 


General 

Manager  x 

Controller  x 

Attorney  x 

Engineer 

Secretary  x 

T ransit 

Manager  x 

Bridge 

Manager  x 

Planning 


Director 


Finance- 

Auditing/ 

Insurance 


x 

x 

X 

X 

X 


Rules 
Policy  and 
Industrial 
Relations/ 
P1GA 


x 

x 

x 

X 

X 


Building 

and 

Operating 


x 

x 

x 

x 


x 


T ransporta- 
tion 


x 

x 

X 

X 

X 

X 


Other  staff  members  would  attend  other  meetings  on  as  as-needed  basis.  By  reducing  the 
attendance  level,  overall  staff  productivity  should  increase  since  more  hours  could  be 
devoted  to  regular  responsibilities. 

CONCLUSION 

The  quality  of  information  provided  to  Board  members  could  be  improved, 
and  the  use  of  Board  and  staff  time  could  be  made  more  efficient  by  changes  in 
Board  committee  structure  and  procedures. 

RECOMMENDATION 

It  is  recommended  that  the  Board  implement  the  following  changes: 

Modify  the  presentation  of  Board  and  committee  minutes  so  that  the  essence 
of  the  discussion  on  each  issue  is  incorporated; 

Adopt  a policy  of  minimizing  the  referral  of  policy  considerations  to  more 
than  one  committee; 

Reduce  the  number  of  committees  and  members  on  each  committee  to 
increase  efficiency  and  reduce  costs; 

Revise  the  scheduling  of  committee  meetings  to  ensure  that  sufficient  time 
is  available  to  send  committee  reports  to  each  Director  prior  to  the 
subsequent  Board  meeting;  and 

Reduce  staff  attendance  at  Board  and  committee  meetings  to  increase  staff 
productivity. 


SAVINGS/BENEFIT 


The  major  benefits  that  would  accrue  from  these  procedural  changes  would 
be  increased  Board  and  committee  operating  efficiency  and  increased  staff 
productivity. 
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SECTION  7: 


Attachments 

Illustration  of  a Swapping  Transaction 
Daily  Schedule  of  Investments 
Proposed  District  Organization  Chart 
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Attachment  I 


ILLUSTRATION  OF  A SWAP  TRANSACTION 


1.  Assume  the  GGBHTD  has  $1 ,000,000  available  to  invest  on  April  27,  1979. 

2.  Quotes  on  various  instruments  on  April  27,  1979: 

Interest  Rate 
Yields-6  Mos. 


Bankers  Acceptances-Domestic  10.25% 

Non-Negotiable  Certificates  of  Deposit  10.25% 

Treasury  Bills  (TB)  1 0.04j£Yc 

Government  Agencies  (GADN)  10.20% 


3.  Investment  Options: 

(a)  Purchase  a non-negotiable  Certificate  of  Deposit 

at  10.25%  which  would  result  in  $284.72  interest  income 
per  day  or  a total  of  $51,250  at  maturity  in  six  months. 

(b)  Purchase  a Treasury  Bill  (TB)  at  10.04%  which  would 

result  in  $278.88  interest  income  per  day  or  a total 
of  $50,200  at  maturity  in  six  months,  and  have  the 
flexibility  to  sell  the  TB  at  any  time  that  it  would 
be  advantageous  to  do  so  and  reinvest  the  proceeds. 

(c)  Purchase  a Government  Agency  Discount  Note  at  10.20% 

which  would  result  in  $283.33  interest  income  per  day 
or  a trotal  of  $51 ,000  at  maturity  in  six  months,  and 
have  the  flexibility  to  sell  the  GADN  ar  any  time 
that  it  would  advantageous  to  do  so  and  reinvest  the 
proceeds. 

4.  Quotes  on  various  instruments  on  May  I I,  1979: 


Interest  Rate 
Yields-6  Mos. 

Bankers  Acceptances-Domestic  10.61% 

Non-Negotiable  Certificates  of  Deposit  10.55% 

Treasury  Bills  (TB)  10.16% 

Government  Agency  Discount  Notes  (GADN)  10.25% 

5.  Analysis  of  Investment  results  under  Options  3a,  3b  and  3c: 

3a  - Purchase  six  month  non-negotiable  10.25%  Certificate 
of  Deposit 

$1,00,00  at  10.25%  for  180  days  = $ 51,250.00 


3b  - Purchase  six  month  negotiable  10.04%  Treasury  Bill(TB) 

"■^■,0UU;00D"at  10.04%  for  24  U^Ts  = $ 3,904.32 

$1,000,000  at  10.55%  for  166  Days  = 48,647.22 

Less  Loss  on  sale  of  Treasury  Bill  =( 553.21) 

Total  Interest  Income  $ 51,998.33 
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Gain  Attributable  to  TB  Swap  Trans- 
action (3b-3a)  $ 748.33 

3c  - Purchase  six  month  negotiable  10.20%  Government  Agency 
Discount  Note  (GADN) 

$1,000,000  at  10.20%  for  14  Days 
$1,000,000  at  10.55%  for  166  Days 
Less  Loss  on  Sale  of  Govt.Agency  Note 
Total  Interest  Income 


Gain  Attributable  to  GADN  Swap 

Transaction  (3c-3a)  $ 1,133.33 


= $ 3,966.67 
= 48,647.22 

=(  230.56) 

"$  5235553 
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Attachment  II 


GOLDEN  GATE  BRIDGE,  HIGHWAY  AND 
TRANSPORTATION  DISTRICT 
DISTRIBUTION  OF  INVESTMENTS 


Date 

Repurchase 

Agreement 

Certificates 
of  Deposit 

Bankers 

Acceptances 

% 

Total 

1979 

junuury 

1 

$200,000 

$10,610,000 

$5,212,225 

32.5 

$16,022,225 

2 

200,000 

10,610,000 

5,212,225 

32.5 

16,022,225 

3 

200,000 

10,610,000 

5,212,225 

32.5 

16,022,225 

4 

- 

10,810,000 

5,212,225 

32.5 

16,022,225 
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ATTACHMENT  III 


PROPOSED 

GOLDEN  GATE  BRIDGE,  HIGHWAY  AND  TRANSORT  AT  I ON  DISTRICT 
ORGANIZATIONAL  CHART 
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Golden  Gate  Bridge.  Highway  and  Transportation  District 
INTEROFFICE  MEMORANDUM 


TO 

DIRECTORS,  DIVISION  MANAGERS  AND  DEPARTMENT  HEADS 

FROM 

CARNEY  J.  CAMPION  date  July  20,  1979 

SUBJECT 

HARVEY  ROSE 

reference 

ATTACHED  IS  A COPY  OF  THE  MANAGEMENT  AUDIT  REPORT  ERRATA 


DATED  JULY  16,  1979,  FOR  YOUR  INFORMATION. 


Table  B 

GGBHTD  NEW  SCHEDULE 


Larks- 

San  Fran 

. 

San  Fran- 

Larks- 

No. of 

pur 

cisco 

Gallons 

cisco 

pur 

Gallons 

Engines 

(Leave) 

(Arrive) 

Consumed 

Engines 

(Leave) 

(Arrive) 

Consumed 

3 

6:05 

6:45 

107,442 

3 

6:50 

7:30 

107,442 

3 

7:05 

7:45 

107,442 

3 

7:50 

8:30 

107,442 

3 

7:35 

8:15 

107,442 

8:20 

CANCELLED 

3 

8:35 

9:15 

107,442 

2 

10:05 

80,264 

9r05 

CANCELLED 

3 

K57HJ 

10:50 

R57 7&2 

2 

10:55 

1 1:40 

80,264 

1 

1 1:45 

12:35 

45,720 

1 

1 2:45 

1:35 

45,720 

1 

1:45 

2:35 

45,720 

1 

2:50 

3:40 

45,720 

3 

3:50 

4:30 

107,442 

1 

3:45 

4:35 

45,720 

3 

4:45 

5:25 

107,442 

1 

4:35 

5:15 

45,720 

3 

5:20 

6:00 

107,442 

3 

5:30 

6:10 

107,442 

3 

6:15 

6:55 

107,442 

6:05  & 7:00 

CANCELLED 

6:55  & 7:55 

CANCELLED 

Subtotal: 

827,532 

Subtotal: 

896,620 

Total  gallons  consumed  = 1,724,152 

At  $.70  per  gallon,  annual  fuel  costs  = $1,206,906 

Compared  with  the  previous  schedule,  this  revised  schedule  will  save  405,130  gallons  of 
fuel  and  $283,591  annually. 

In  order  to  conserve  more  fuel,  we  propose  that  the  Ferry  Division  decrease  the 
number  of  engines  used  in  the  opposing  commute  direction  and  in  the  three  mid-day  trips 
as  illustrated  below. 


